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Ability grouping is the process whereby students are divided into categories so
that they can be assigned to different classes based on intellectual ability; usually
advanced, average, or slow. Rinun (1998) assessed that the advanced or high ability
group is composed of the top 3% to 5% of the students as ranked by criteria of national
normalized tests such as Iowa Basic Skills Assessment Tests, California Achievement
Tests and I.Q. or the Renzulli tests. The middle or average group was students who
scored in the 70 to 80 percentile on normalized tests. Students in the low or slow group
were those who scored in the sixty or below percentile on normalized tests. In the past,
researchers tended to explain student failures on family factors, and very few examined
the “black box” of school organization. Oakes observed that the educational community
focused on the home, culture, language, neighborhood, and even genetics to understand
inequalities in children learning. The possibility that schools may contribute to a lack of
achievement from unequal educational opportunities was routinely overlooked.
Researchers Daniels (1999), Oakes (1992), and Slavin (1993) have noted that
ability grouping begins at the onset of education. Contentiously, it is thought that all five
year-olds are alike in their enthusiasm for learning and their willingness to work hard.
Students generally enter school feeling that they are wanted, will be taught equally, and
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will remain individuals. Sadly, most teachers and administrators begin to assume that
only some children can really learn. Those deemed incorrigible or unteachable often
encounter the ill effects ofability grouping as soon as they enter school. Kindergartners
and first graders are immediately “sorted,” “labeled,” and listed into low and high groups.
In a study conducted by CARE (1998), the results showed that children were
taught not to question their elders and they readily accept societal myths about children of
different races and social straits. Children soon come to believe in labeling themselves
and others. Many low ability grouped first grade children come to think of themselves as
different, and as being less intelligent than high-ability grouped children. Interviews with
children labeled low achievers verbalized that their poor performance was beyond their
control. The children believed that the higher-ability grouped students were smarter.
According to the Institute for Southern Studies (1997), racial integration may be
the law, but a type of segregation and grouping remains the practice in many southern
schools. The Educational Compliance Report filed by the U.S. Department of Education
and United States Census (1995), found that in all southern states, the practice of
educational segregation or tracking leaves nonwhite students out of the “loop” of
academic programs. Angela Broun of the Youth Task Force ofAtlanta Georgia
ascertains that tracking is a practice of social class. Summarizing her work, Sanders
(1995) argued that fewer nonwhite students are in gifted or talented programs and are
disproportionately high in lower ability group, which include learning disabled and
behavioral students (Colvin, 1995).
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According to Oakes (1992), in a study of 300 schools, curriculum content,
instruction, quality, and classroom climate varied substantially between different ability
groups. Students in the higher-ability groups learned skills related to critical thinking,
problem solving and creative writing, and were taught to master vocabulary, articulation,
and speech to raise their scores for college entrance exams. Contrarily, students in lower-
ability groups focused on rote learning and memorization; these students were taught
mostly through workbooks and kits. Additionally, they were required to complete
worksheets on language usage and to practice filling out employment applications.
Moreover, teachers teaching high-ability group students devoted more class time to
learning, were more enthusiastic, and had higher expectations of students than teachers in
the lower-ability groups. Studies were conclusive; students in higher tracks (ability
groups) had higher classroom opportunities (Oakes, 1995a).
Lightfoot (1983) also concluded that students on academic honors received the
attention of the most inspired and creative teachers. She recognized that public schools,
through sometimes incoherent course selection, served separate groups of students driven
by differing expectations. She stated that students felt the inequalities of education by
tolerance for the “bottom rung” and glory for the “fast track.”
Consequently, the parents felt that bright students were encouraged toward the
direction of higher academia. Since the prosperous and ambitious image of the school
was defined by its highly successful academic students and by the proportion going on to
elite or Ivy League universities or colleges, the working class students felt invisible and
unfairly treated. Wheelock (1992), Slavin (1993), and Cone (1992) contended that
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similar tensions were seen in vocational training and comprehensive education. Some
faculty members feel that it is relatively easy to offer special attention to the people from
foreign shores. It is much more difficult to be as generous with regular kids who are less
privileged. In most high schools, tracks or ability-groups directly correspond to the
social stratification in the wider society. "Poor kids, black kids, are always on the
bottom. Rich kids are on the top. There are no surprises" (Oakes, 1995b). As cited by
the United States Department of Education (1994), students of color are often placed in
low academic tracks because ofmiddle-class, Anglo-biased tests.
Initial assignment in elementary school can determine what the student comes
away with through academic life. From her analysis of the situation, Lightfoot (1983)
suggested that the educational leveling structure contradicts democracy. But the
stratification is accepted because it preserves the image of excellence and elitism which is
important to parents and comforting to teachers whose self-image is linked to exclusive
education.
It has been found in the Southern states that advanced placement and programs
for gifted and talented students provide a legal way to continue racial segregation in
schools (Frazier, 1995). According to the Educational Compliance Report filed by the
United States Department of Education and United States Census (1995), students are
grouped according to ability in math and reading as early as the first grade. In many
cases, students within the same school are grouped regardless of ability, creating slower-
paced classes ofmostly minority children and college bound classes ofmostly white
children. Many complaints have been filed with the Education Department Office of
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Civil Rights alleging that minority students are still being bunched into low-ability tracks
throughout the nation and the problem continues to persist (Fraizer, 1995).
According to Sanders (1995), ability grouping is the number one enemy of poor
children and black children. Since ability grouping has been found in the state of
Georgia, this researcher investigated the effects of ability grouping in the Atlanta
metropolitan area school systems. According to the Dekalb County (Georgia) School
System Rules and Regulations Bylaws and Policies (1999) code 3500, students cannot be
discriminated against on the basis, of age, sex, race, color, religion, national origin,
disability, or handicap. The Atlanta metropolitan area school systems do not have an
explicit ability grouping policy. However, a look at the structuring of grades and
placement of students suggests an implicit policy for ability grouping students. It is this
researcher’s contention that formal ability grouping does exist, students can identify the
group that they are in and consequently, this study is designed to identify and investigate
the effects ofhomogeneous grouping patterns, and ability grouping on students in fourth
to eighth grade. The researcher investigated the implied practice in the Atlanta
metropolitan area school systems and its influence on students as it relates and correlates
to self-esteem and self-efficacy. Although all survey sites randomly chosen are in Dekalb
County, Georgia, the participating students were from a variety ofAtlanta metropolitan
area school systems.
Rationale
According to Daniels (1999), Oakes (1995a), and Wheelock (1992), the most
common assumptions and justifications for ability grouping are that students learn better
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when they are grouped with other students who have similar academic skills or levels of
achievement. Additionally, students in homogeneous groups learn at the same rate. The
lower ability group may be looked upon as a remedial group. It is felt that bright students
will be held back if they are placed in “mixed” educational ability groups. In segregated
groups, the needs of remedial students are more easily addressed. Further justification
for ability grouping concludes that slower students will suffer emotional and academic
demoralization ifput in daily competition with “brighter” students, and less capable
students will develop low self-esteem and increased negative attitudes towards learning
and school. Other attitudes are that students can be placed in tracks and groups with a
high degree of fairness and accuracy. For teachers, ability grouping makes teaching
easier and some teachers claim it is in the best interest of student management, because it
is the only way to manage the variety of student differences.
Research conducted by Oakes (1992), Wheelock (1992), and Steinberg (1992)
conclude that no group of students is found to benefit consistently from learning in
homogeneous groups and although some extremely bright students do learn better in
homogenous groups with enhanced curriculums, most do not. Furthermore, bright
students are not generally held back when they are in mixed ability groupings. At the
same time, the learning of average and slow students is negatively affected by
homogenous placements. But deficiencies of slower students are not more easily
remedied when grouped together. In short, there is no evidence to support the belief that
students learn best when they are grouped together with others like themselves.
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According to Wheelock (1992), students placed in average and low ability group
classes do not develop positive attitudes, and grouping coupled with less attentive
teachers, with peers having negative attitudes actually reinforces their self-perceptions as
average or low. In addition, lower ability group students tend to feel frustrated and have
lower aspirations about plans for the future.
Regarding fairness, Wheelock (1992) and Cone (1993) contend that the link
between ability group placements and student’s socioeconomic status and ethnicity has
been well documented by a massive body of research. Poor and minority students are
largely overrepresented in low ability groups, and under-represented in programs for the
gifted and talented. Interestingly, the correlation between placement, social class, and
ethnicity is present regardless if the basis for placement is test scores, counselor and
teacher recommendations, or student and parent choices.
According to Oakes (1995a) and Wheelock (1992), although some teachers may
believe that teaching a homogenous group is easier, they are probably unaware of
effective heterogeneous teaching techniques, and even if it is easier, it is not worth the
educational and social price. The argument would be valid only if the ability groups were
really made up ofhomogeneous groups. But, within each track, there is great variance in
students' learning abilities, cognitive styles, interest, effort, and aptitude. In any case,
even ifability grouping may make teaching easier for some teachers, this does not mean
that it is the best for students.
Clearly, students bring differences with them to school, but through ability
grouping structures, schools widen rather than narrow those differences. Oakes (1995a)
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ascertains that the sorting of students within a school, publicly identifies individuals as to
their intellectual capabilities and accomplishments. Students are separated into a
hierarchical system of groups of instruction that are openly labeled. The characterization
of the labels are carried over into the minds of the students' peers and teachers as being
high-ability, low achieving, slow and average. The groups are not equally valued in the
school and the students in the groups come to be defined by others, namely peers and
teachers. While the students in a high achieving group are perceived as high achieving
persons; bright, smart, and often good. Those in the low achieving groups are labeled
slow, below average, behavioral problems, and sometimes retarded or “dummies.” Based
on how they have been sorted, teenagers are treated differently, act differently, and have
different school experiences.
Furthermore, ability grouping does not alleviate attitude and behavior problems
among students, but rather aggravates them, and forcefully demonstrates the ways in
which track placements are often inaccurate, inappropriate, biased and unfair (Wheelock,
1992). McNergney (1998) states that many educators and parents believe that ability
grouping contributes to the problems youngsters’ experience in early adolescent years.
Students in middle schools are often grouped homogeneously by ability for at least one
subject (Mansnerus, 1992). According to Pool (1995), students are placed based on
flimsy, often biased evidence. Many are assigned to lower or nonacademic groups, may
be placed there as much for behavior problems as for academic reasons. Those hurt most
severely and most often are disadvantaged, minority-group students. Students often get
by in lower-group classrooms because teachers in lower-track classes may expect little or
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nothing of students. Students, in turn, tend to develop a negative self-concept or lowered
self-esteem, poor motivation, and even learned helplessness. Perhaps the most damning
charge against ability grouping is the static nature of the assignments; once a student falls
into the lower ability group, he or she seems caught in an academic tailspin from which
few pull out (McNergney, 1998).
The students are more likely to have lower social economic status than their
parents if they are ability grouped (Jackson, 1998). According to Wheelock (1992), a
lower ability grouped student who fails once has only a 50% chance of graduating from
high school. If a lower tracked student fails a second time, he has an 80% chance of not
completing high school. Failing produces lower self-esteem and lower self-efficacy
(Bandura, 2000). Students who are lower grouped have less opportunity for self-
determination and academic success than those who are not ability grouped (Fraizer,
1995). They are more likely to have a lower social economic status. Therefore, it was
important for this researcher to examine the practice of ability grouping in the Atlanta
metropolitan area.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to identify and investigate ability grouping of
students in the Atlanta metropolitan area and its influence on students as it relates to their
self-esteem, self-awareness, self-efficacy and achievement as measured by perceptions of
the students. This study explores the effectiveness of ability grouping and the academic
success or lack thereof for students based on their perceptions. This investigation extends
previous research on ability grouping and sheds new light on its practice in the Atlanta
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metropolitan area. Although all survey sites randomly chosen are in the Dekalb County,
the participating students are from a variety ofAtlanta metropolitan area school systems.
Background of the Problem
Until the early 1990s, DeKalb County was predominately white. Separate but
equal was the premise followed since the Plessy vs. Ferguson decision in 1896.
It was not until Brown vs. the Topeka Board ofEducation decision in 1954 that schools
were to be integrated as mandated by the United States Supreme Court. In 1955, there
were massive attempts to privatize white schools throughout the country or close the
schoolhouse doors to children of color in order to avoid integration.
The addition of integration with institutionalized bussing throughout the country,
forced unequal education to the forefront (Alexander, 1992). The country and local
school systems had to come up with their own means of dealing with educating African-
American children with the masses (Renfroe, 1974). To facilitate integration, the country
institutionalized busing black students out of their neighborhood schools to white schools,
which continues today (Alexander, 1992; Harris, 1999). In the 1970s, lawsuits were filed
against the counties for continued segregation. These suits resulted in several programs
being instituted, such as magnet, gifted and high achiever programs to draw top black
students out of their communities into white schools. The mandate for integrating
schools was upheld until 1996. In one metro Atlanta county in particular, white parents
in the Dekalb community filed a reverse discrimination lawsuit and won their case in the
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lower courts. The ruling upheld that busing was no longer needed in the school system
due to racial desegregation (Harris, 1999).
With about 98,000 students and 130 schools, Dekalb is the second largest public
school system among the metro Atlanta, Georgia public school systems. It is governed
by a nine-person school board. Georgia property taxes are assessed on 40 percent of the
value of the property. Dekalb's 2000 tax rate was 23.73 mills, which indicate that the
owner of a $100,000 home in the county paid about $949 for annual school taxes. The
district spent $6,317 per student in the 2000 school year, which is the ninth lowest
among the 19 metro Atlanta area school districts. In 2000, Dekalb’s student teacher ratio
was 27:1, the fifth lowest among metro systems. About 53% ofDekalb's teachers had
master's degrees or above, the sixth-highest percentage in metro Atlanta. Teachers were
paid an average of $38,490 in the 2000 school year, and 81% of the district's 2000
graduates received college preparatory diplomas. DeKalb’s annual high school dropout
rate was about 2.4% in 2000, the fifth highest among metro Atlanta systems (Milliron,
2002).
Statement of the Problem
Individual students are sorted according to their ability, play a role in a
hierarchical society determined by their ability, and receive an education that would
prepare them for that destiny. Placement in a given ability group implies more than an
educational plan. It implies a future. In addition, the kind of ability groups designed and
the methods used to place students in them, have social as well as educational
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significance (Kahne, 1996). Researchers such as Sanders (1995) and Wheelock (1992)
have argued that tracking (ability grouping) makes it difficult to achieve either excellence
or equality, and that it contributes to mediocre schooling for most secondary students.
Students are also denied future opportunity for success. Ability grouping has significant
negative outcomes that are linked to low academic achievement, low graduation rate,
high retention, poor quality education and low self-esteem. The problems investigated in
this study are what influences ability grouping has on fifth to eighth grade students in the
Atlanta metropolitan area as measured by student achievement, self-esteem, student
perception of other students and self-efficacy.
Research Questions
Based on the review of the literature, a number of variables emerged as having a
relationship or impact on tracking and helped to shape this study, which led to the
formulation of the following research questions.
1. Is there a relationship between ability grouping in math and students
self-esteem in terms of (a) race, (b) gender and (c) socioeconomic status?
2. Is there a relationship between ability grouping in math and students
self-efficacy in terms of (a) race, (b) gender and (c) socioeconomic status?
3. Is there a relationship between ability grouping in language arts and students
self-esteem in terms of (a) race, (b) gender and (c) socioeconomic status?
4. Is there a relationship between ability grouping in language arts and students
self-efficacy in terms of (a) race, (b) gender and (c) socioeconomic status?
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Significance of the Study
It is this researcher’s vision that the findings of this investigation will be used to
inform educational leaders, teachers, and parents about contentions of ability grouping to
lead to policy and strategy changes to create more equity in our diversified classroom.
Specifically, it is perceived that the findings of this study can be used by:
• Administrators in developing policy as it relates to ability grouping;
• Teachers who implement policy in the classroom will be able to modify how
students are grouped; and
• Parents may be empowered by the information and make wiser decisions
when it comes to their student’s academic career success and future.
Scope and Limitations
The limitations of this study are (1) the study is limited to students in fourth to
eighth grades in the Atlanta, Georgia metropolitan area; No actual research studies have
been found on the ability grouping ofAtlanta metropolitan area students for a significant
comparison of the findings; (2) students were chosen randomly by lottery from area
churches and camps; and (3) the findings of this study are specific to the population
studied.
Summary
Tracking students is the issue of discussion, assigning students based on ability
grouping homogeneously as estimated on their abilities by teachers. This is done by
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assigning students who have similar abilities to certain instructional group’s class
sections and programs of study in the areas of English and math. This dissertation focuses
on the students’ ability to identify their perceived ability group that is high, middle
(average) or low, and how grouping affects their self-esteem and self-efficacy. The
population for this study is taken from the Atlanta metropolitan area.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
By definition, tracking is based on ability grouping students homogeneously by
teacher assessments, and normalized referenced tests. It is assigning students deemed to
have similar abilities to certain instructional groups, class sections and programs of study
suitable for those groups. To some teachers, it is the only way to handle differences in
abilities among students. Other educators and parents believe that tracking contributes to
problems youngsters experience in their early adolescent years. Students in elementary,
middle and high school are grouped homogeneously by ability for at least two subjects,
namely language arts (reading in early grades) and mathematics. Ability grouping is
almost universally used in math but, many schools do not use the grouping in middle
school science and some do not group in either subject (Hoffer, 1992). Other schools
track students by regular classes and gifted classes (McNergney & Herbert, 1998).
In this chapter, a historical legal perspective on the national, state, and local level is
provided. A description ofability grouping in the United States is given and an overall
perspective ofperformance-based grouping and the implications on students provided.
Also presented are factors related to ability grouping as found in the literature, along with
identification of the key investigators of the eighties and nineties for the debates on
15
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ability grouping and its related issues. Human potential and ability grouping, ability
grouping policy, and why ability grouping occurs are discussed. It is this researcher’s
vision that the findings of this investigation will assist the educational system with policy
and changes related to ability grouping for more equity in the classroom. This study is
the influence of ability grouping of students in fourth to eighth grade in the Atlanta metro
area.
Historical Perspective
From a historical prospective, prior to the Brown vs. the Board ofEducation of
Topeka, Kansas ruling there was the Plessy V5. Ferguson ruling in 1896. As cited by
Alexander (1992), this was the capstone of segregation in which the ‘separate but equal’
rationale of the Roberts Court was implanted as a rational standard applying to the 14*’’
Amendment. Although some arguments attacked the majority opinion by insisting that
our U.S. Constitution was “color blind” as Justice Harlan, stated, Plessy vs. Ferguson
held its view for over 50 years after its origination. The significance of Plessy vs.
Ferguson, the precedent of separation of the races was quickly transferred to education
and extended further into other federal and state concerns (Sanders & Holt, 1994). It
gave way for the further expansion of segregation on education. It was not until the
Brown vs. the Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas ruling that the perception of
segregation of American children in public schools solely on the basis of race would
change, according to McNergney and Herbert (1998).
The week of May 15, 2004 marked the 50th armiversary of the Brown V5. the
Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas ruling. Poor and minority children still are
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fighting for an equal education. In Brown vs. the Board ofEducation ofTopeka, Kansas,
the Supreme Court unanimously recognized that dejure segregation of school children by
race, even if the facilities and other tangibles were equal, deprives them of equal
education opportunity (Donelan et al., 1994). The significance of the ruling was that the
constitutional rights of children cannot be discriminated against in school admission on
the grounds of race or color. “While Brown helped remove legally sanctioned barriers to
educational equality, subsequent policies allowing academic tracking and ability
grouping drew new boundaries to stifle African-Americans as they sought to realize their
full potential in school life” (Donelan et al., 1994, p.380).
The state of Georgia has ranked 48 out of 50 in standardized testing as compared
to all states in the country. The state of Georgia must overcome a century of education
mediocrity, reflective of a rural culture that never regarded learning as essential to
success. Even Georgia’s top students post lower scores than their counterparts in other
states. Nationally, high school students with B grades scored 968 on the SAT. Georgia’s
B students scored 922 on average (Tucker, 2001). Beginning in 1999, the Atlanta metro
area school districts have instituted competency tests for elementary, middle and high
schools in order for students to be able to pass to the next grade (Tucker, 2001).
According to Martin Gross, the minority school dilemma mainly is that the
African-American and Hispanic students historically have performed relatively poorly.
On standardized testing in 1971, the reading scores of African-American and Hispanic
students were 53 points below that of white students; But in 1998, the difference was
close to 30 points. In the survey “What American Teenagers Really Think about Their
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Schools,” Gross says that three-fourths of the students complained that they were being
short changed that they weren’t being given demanding enough schoolwork. They said
that they would study harder if only schools would give them more to study and tougher
tests that challenge them (Gross, 1999). This could possibly be interpreted as a
connection between ability grouping, self-esteem, and self-efficacy or gender
socioeconomic status.
Gross believes this is an indictment of the public school systems, and that
curriculum used to teach our children are weak. Most public schools have virtually
eliminated formal history and geography and are deficient in teaching composition,
grammar, and spelling as well as mathematics and science. Gross also says that many
schools concentrate on weak students and resist enriching the education of gifted
students, claiming that “tracking” is an “elitist” practice. Additionally many educators
have low expectations for students, resulting in poor performance, especially among
minority students (Gross, 1999).
Independent Variables:
Academic Tracking
Academic tracking, sometimes considered as ability grouping, is the general
category of sorting students, where children are grouped because of race, perceived
ability and/or performance on standardized tests that are presumed to measure
intelligence and ability. Another form of tracking involves student self-selection into
college preparatory, vocational, or general programs of study. Historically, educators
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have thought of academic tracks as placement levels. Where students enter a specific
level early and usually remain there until high school graduation. This creates other gaps
in student’s ability as sighted by Oakes (1997). Oakes concluded that (lower) academic
tracking tends to reflect the student’s apparent educational or occupational destiny. This
suggests severe limitations on the potential of many capable students who experience
early fhistration, resignation to inferior curricular and low teacher expectations. That too
often accounts for African-American students dropping out of school (Donelan et al.,
1994). In addition, differences also exist in the climate of the upper tack (higher
academic track). On the higher academic track, higher teacher expectations infuse the
classroom climate, students and teachers spend more time on task, teachers spend less
time handling discipline, and students and teachers place grater emphasis upon learning.
As mentioned earlier, some argue that students are tracked by biased evidence of
prejudice, because the teacher believes that the student is a behavior problem, which
involves disadvantaged and African-American students (Oakes, 1995a). The lower track
perpetuates itself by having low expectations for students, which lowers student’s self¬
esteem. Students become poorly motivated and the Pygmalion effects of self fulfilling
prophesy materializes. Children begin to believe the lie that they are nothing and cannot
amount to anything, so they act out the prophesy and fulfill it by not seeking to reach
their potential. This is a negative factor that affects their self-efficacy (Serwatka, 1995).
In a study done by Serwatka, in Florida, it was found that African-American students by
trend description were over-represented in emotional mental retarded programs (14%),
over represented in severely learning disabled programs (39%), and underrepresented in
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Gifted Programs by 33% (Serwatka & Dove, 1986). Betsy White, in an article of the
Atlanta Journal Constitution, says that students who are misplaced are taking the place of
the students who need the services (White, 1996).
In a study done by the Rand Corporation, they determined that Hispanic and
African-American students are seven times more likely to be placed in classes that are
slower paced than white students. Furthermore, the great majority of students were not
and are not placed based upon ability. Children of color with high test scores in one or
more areas, are still placed in slower classes, than the white children with the same test
with low scores in the corresponding areas. The findings also concluded that teachers
and counselors use subjective perceptions of ability influenced by hidden assumptions of
race and class and children of color suffer because of lost hope. Those that at one time
had self-esteem often lose it and those who do not have self-esteem often lose hope.
These children have poor academic preparation, poor direction and discipline problems.
It robs them of self-worth, dignity and the opportunity to make choices (Sanders & Holt,
1994).
The conclusion drawn from the listed factors is that there is decreased learning
and a widened gap of achievement among Afi'ican-American students from their white
counterparts. Teachers, administrators, and policymakers should welcome the knowledge
and guidance they need to structure learning experiences for African-American students,
even if doing so means confronting their own biases. There is a paradigm shift for
teachers to organize, teach, and facilitate stimulating experiences for all students. They
should see all students as capable and expect their active involvement. It is suggested
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that instructional models be developed that reduce racial disparities and encourage higher
order thinking skills for all students (Donelan et al, 1994).
Carolyn Shields’ (1996) study of elementary schools using comprehensive
grouping in three schools, says that high achievers benefit from ability grouping, whereas
low achievers suffer in ability grouping. Three schools were just the opposite. The
conclusion was that there was no evidence to support the practice of assigning students to
self-contained classes according to general ability or performance. In her overall study,
she found that the importance of the group was made by students in the homogenous
classes. Higher ability students identified working together, discussing as a class, and
being challenged, accepted, supported, and encouraged as attributes of their classes and
classmates. Such group activities may also have played a role in the increased awareness
of cognitive abilities that was demonstrated by the students. The students were aware of
an improvement in their ability to think and to solve problems, but they also identified
some strategies (brainstorming) and gave examples of how and where they had applied
them. The environment was positive and was associated with being safe for students to
emphasize academic achievement and to reveal intelligence. This is a supportive
environment of a homogenous class, where they are better able to assess their own
strengths and weaknesses, had fewer conflicts with other students, and hence, were able
to develop better peer relations (Shields, 1996)
Mathematics/Language Arts
According to Shields (1996), the lower groups had less opportunities for sharing
strategies, problem solving and metacognative skills. These students usually had tasks of
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worksheets, and rote memorization. Hoffer (1992) in his study of middle school ability
grouping and student achievement in mathematics and science, evaluated grouped and
non-grouped schools, comparing average student achievement growth from the seventh
to ninth grades. Although the evidence presented suggests that ability grouping is used
differently in middle school science and mathematics, it also produces similar patterns of
results. His findings show overall gains from ability grouping in either subject are
negligible, when controlling for differences in student social background and initial levels
of achievement. Comparing achievement growth of nongrouped students and high and
low grouped students shows that high group placement generally has a weak positive
effect while low-group placement has a stronger negative effect. Ability grouping
appears to benefit advanced students, to harm slower students, and to have a negligible
overall effect as the benefits and liabilities cancel each other out. The following is an
example of a real school that made national news in 1995: (Stahl, 1995, pgs. 8-15)
In the Calhoun County School System in South Georgia, the 1994 demographics
show 48 percent of the student population was African-American and 50% was white,
with one percent other. By 1998, the total school system was African-American with 1%
other. In the 1995 Civil Rights Commissions investigation found that the Calhoun
County school district was held negligent in their dealings with academic placement of
African-American students and other minorities. They were under court mandate to
come up with a school improvement plan that focuses on quality fair and equitable
education for all students regardless of race. They also foimd that in 1994 more than
90% of the African-American student population was tracked. The projected condition is
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that the entire student population will be detracted as mandated by the 1995 Civil Rights
Commission (Bryant, 1997, Stahl, 1995).
Kunjufu, (1984) says that our children have problems in the classroom because
they are not being taught. In a survey to determine the greatest classroom problem, he
cited discipline, integration and reading as major problems (Kunjufu, 1984). A major
contention among educators is that time taken to discipline is taken away from academic
instruction. Adult consistency and positive reinforcement of behavior is the key to
effective time management in the classroom. If teachers are taught to reach the universal
child then discipline problems will be at a minimum. In addition, teachers must show
students that they have a positive interest in them. Children know when they are cared
for (Kunjufu, 1984).
Homogeneous Ability Grouping
Homogenous grouping is by definition the grouping of students into a category,
based on standardized testing results, ethnicity, or the grouping of diverse learners into
three categories: high, average and low ability. Many schools implement structures of
homogenous ability grouping, or streaming, to help meet the needs of these learners. An
example of homogeneous grouping is the “gifted” class. Less than 12 percent of students
in a given student body test for gifted classes, and upwards of 20 percent are categorized
in accelerated classes. Both categories are examples of where students are placed based
on performance criteria such as testing (Wheelock, 1992). The number of studies that
have looked at the pros and cons of ability grouping are overwhelming, and they
conclusively prove one thing - that research is inconclusive (Loveless, 1998). But Slavin
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does not agree. He authored a review which spoke of the achievement affects of
homogenous grouping in middle grades 6-9, and other approaches to accommodating
student diversity. From his earlier work, he asserted that “If the effects of ability
grouping on student achievement are zero, then there is little reason to maintain the
practice” (Slavin, 1993, p. 546).
Teachers do use a variety ofways to group students for classroom instruction, but
the most prevalent in middle and high school is homogeneous ability grouping. The
Carnegie Council of Adolescent Development (1989) argued that homogeneous ability
grouping is one of the most divisive and damaging school practices in existence.
Arguments for grouping students by ability for instruction are losing their influence in
light of a growing body of evidence that this practice results in few achievement benefits
and several negative effects (Mills, 1998). Proponents argue that homogeneous ability
grouping provides low achieving students with the attention and slower work pace, while
high achieving students are sufficiently challenged at a faster pace with more demanding
lessons. This permits teachers to provide different materials for high achievers, with
more support and less support to low achievers.
Opposers of homogenous ability grouping perceive psychological damage to low
achievers. The slower the pace, the lower the quality of instruction, and with the more
inexperienced or sometimes less capable teachers assigned to teach lower ability students.
Also, there are lower expectations for student performance held by teachers, and the
absence of strong behavioral peer role models in classes for low ability students. Many
mid level theorists believe that young adolescents cannot meet goals, related to their
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personal development through tracking (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development,
1989; Fuligni, Eccles, & Barber 1995; Stevenson, 1992). Young adolescents, naturally
inclined toward learning from their peers, need to be grouped with individuals who are
different from themselves. Also, young adolescents are vulnerable as they struggle to
establish a sense of their own identity. Homogenous grouping creates negative
perceptions of lower ability students, which affects the students’ self perceptions, self¬
esteem and self-efficacy. Homogenous grouping has a negative effect on lower tracked
students’ motivation and opportunities to leam, as well as on their life chances. It also
perpetuates class and racial inequities (Oakes, 1992).
Heterogeneous Ability Grouping
Heterogeneous ability grouping by definition, is grouping students at random and
not by ability, ethnicity, or standardized testing. Heterogeneous ability grouping, usually
ranges from small group activities to the entire classroom. Students are partnered in
cooperative learning, with a group that has students within a range of abilities of
strengths and weaknesses for specific activities. It is believed that true education and
simulation of real world experience goes-on in a heterogeneous ability group, and
classroom and educational resources are more equally distributed (CARE, 1998).
Mathematics and Ability Grouping Homogeneous
In mathematics there will be diversity in learning. Homogenous ability grouping
is seen as an inequitable method of teaching students. The pro case for homogenous
grouping is to aid students who have low achievement in math through tutorial, and at the
same time accelerating students in higher achieving classes. The outcomes for these
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students should be to receive tutoring that allows them to maximize their learning
potential and to participate and share in an inclusive classroom environment. The
difference between success and failure for some students may be the lack of opportunity
to develop the necessary conceptual foundations in an environment that is understanding
and nonjudgmental. The use of a homogeneous ability group that moves at a pace more
suited to the capabilities and level of understanding for students has potential benefits
over an inclusive setting (Scholz, 2004).
In the article, “Ability Grouping in Mathematics: The case against,”
Coomes (1999), states that ability grouping has a tendency to perpetuate educational
disadvantage through teacher expectancy, which can remain with students throughout
their schooling. For math this is often seen as a more convenient method for teaching,
because the lesson can be aimed at the middle range of students when the teacher has that
group, without being concerned about the lower and higher abilities. Likewise, this is
also seen with the teacher of the lower ability and the high ability group. Simply put,
homogeneous groups are easier to teach. Epstein and Maciver (1990) surveyed 1,753
middle level schools and found that 40% of the middle grade schools used some class
grouping, and over 20% assigned students to all classes based on their ability. Wheelock
(1992) reported that there is a great variation in grouping practices in all grades in
schools containing grade seven. Whole class homogeneous grouping increased as
students moved from fifth through ninth grades (Epstein & Maciver, 1990; Lounsbury &
Clark, 1990). In grades five and six, reading and mathematics are the subjects that are
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most ability grouped; but science and social studies are subjects where students are least
often grouped by ability at middle grade levels.
Mathematics and Ability Grouping Heterogeneous
In mathematics it is more common for students to work in groups that are based
only on age in primary grades, and latter middle and high school segregated based on
math ‘ability’ as in performance based testing or as a result of standardized testing. The
age based grouping is heterogeneous grouping. Students run the range of highly
proficient in math to low proficiency. Heterogeneous grouping is preferred grouping,
resource materials are more evenly dispersed, teacher expertise is more evenly dispersed,
and students are not singled out or put up on a pedestal for being ‘good’ at math in
segregated groups based on performance. Instead, pair share, cooperative and flexible
grouping is all exercised in heterogeneous grouping. Heterogeneous grouping is
perceived to be good for all students because it allows the students to share and help each
other to succeed. Heterogeneous grouping accommodates student diversity and focuses
on students interactions as in the real world. Students tend to work more collaboratively
in heterogeneous groups and learn from one another.
Radebaugh and Roe (1993), examined one middle school’s elimination of
homogenous ability grouping and the implementation ofheterogeneous grouping in math,
English and reading classes. They found that shared decision making is important to a
successful transition and that heterogeneous improved classroom culture, gave positive
social benefits, positive behavioral implications and less parental competition. Urdan,
Midgley, and Wood (1995), found in their three year study that heterogeneous instruction
28
affects the way teachers think about instruction, and makes the entire school more
flexible and accommodating in schedules. They found that in-service training for
teachers in middle level schools appeared to help teachers teach in new and challenging
ways. Hence, heterogeneous grouping was found to be good for students, parents and
teachers. The academic benefits were due to the social nature of learning and the strong
influence of the adolescent’s peer group interaction.
Language Arts Homogeneous Ability Grouping
Basic skills in language arts, have always been taught at age appropriate levels in
pre-school to third grade. There is now a trend to put elementary students in ability
groups as early as kindergarten (Pace, 1993). This is seen in multi age grouping where a
teacher works with a group of students for 2-3 years. The span of two to three grade
levels makes no significant difference in the way a class functions. The purpose is to
develop a community of learners who benefit from the same teacher in the first year and
is built upon for the next 2 years in written and oral communication. When students are
grouped for language arts in a homogenous environment, effective communications with
parents, nurtured over time, makes for stronger home-school connections - an important
factor in children’s learning.
Most importantly, the teacher builds a better knowledge and understanding of
each child’s strengths, dreams and needs. They also have a better sense of the child’s
language and literacy development, with mediated experiences and cognitive
development. This is seen as important because of the two or three year span. The
stability of the teacher and relative unchanged classroom community may be especially
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important for children who for a variety of reasons lead disruptive, insecure lives outside
of school. Some feel that this hurts the gifted students or students who are avid readers
and writers. The parents’ concerns are their children are not advancing fast enough, and
the appearance of having the same teacher as not maturing to the next grade level. There
are pullout programs for these students (Pace, 1993).
Pullout programs serve students with special needs such as Title I disabled or
gifted and talented students. These students are ability grouped for one reason, to meet
the special needs of the child that is mainstreamed for some classes, but are too far
behind in reading, or is seen as at risk for failure in learning to read, and/or writing skills.
In these cases the gifted and talented students are pulled out of the class so that they may
be able to advance in the English language. Self-concept in successful learning is a
stigma attached to labeling children as poor students and pulling them from classrooms is
difficult to support, because of the labeling. The programs for the students with low
ability sometimes are intervention for three to four months, but most children function
successfully as beginning readers and writers, needing no further assistance. Most cases
however are that once students are labeled in the literacy program, they are in this
program for his or her career in school. The focus is on isolated skills, and drills, which
are rarely tied to classroom work and are at odds with holistic, constructive and
transactional models of learning.
The interactive, natural learning classrooms offer more opportunities for children.
Team teaching, especially for mainstreaming children with learning disabilities or
perceived low achievement ability, is seen as a more effective way to teach language than
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a pull out program (Pace, 1993). Still others offer grouping for learning within a self-
contained classroom. On the other hand, the gifted children in these pullout programs
never interact in the English classes with others that are not like themselves. The gifted
children may become skewed in their attitudes toward others and self in relation to
others, when they are removed from the classroom community for activities in pullout
programs that are unrelated to classroom community learning (Pace, 1993, Renzulli &
Smith, 1980). Heterogeneous grouping, is preferred in language arts, where the
classroom has stratified students. This type of classroom setting has students ofall
backgrounds and achievement levels working together.
Language Arts and Heterogeneous Grouping
As mentioned above, heterogeneous grouping, or mixed ability grouping, is the
preferred language arts grouping, because students leam from each other easily and more
quickly than they leam from the teacher. The performance level is focused on a specific
process or topic with the whole group in mind. This is seen, as an efficient and effective
way of teaching language arts. In the earlier grades, kindergarten up to sixth grade, this
teaching method offers students a wider range of choices for paired learning (work in
other collaborative small group projects) where children can more readily leam from one
another and solve problems together. This is where self-contained classrooms have a
tremendous advantage over departmentalized programs such as gifted, because of the
complex relationships between the class as a community, and the class has individuals
vidth varied associations. Placement of children in language arts, in heterogeneous
grouping, is based upon the teacher’s knowledge, individual personalities and needs, and
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the current dynamics of a given group. This allows children to make choices and have
some feeling of being in control and accepted in a collaborative group effort for
assignments (Pace, 1993). English and language arts, are perceived to have more
discussion and interaction than math, and students believe they have a voice, offering
them opportunities to draw on their own experiences and though engaging discussions
(Ireson & Hallam, 2005).
In a stratified sample of 45 mixed secondary schools, in “Pupils liking for school:
Ability grouping, self-concept and perceptions of teaching.” Children used in this study
were 7-9 graders from heterogeneous (mixed ability) groups to homogenous groups, in
all academic subjects. All 9th graders completed the survey containing items on their
self-esteem, self-concept and self-efficacy. The data collected reflected students
perceptions of teaching in English, mathematics and science, as it related to positive
perceptions of teaching. The student’s gender, ethnic origin and social disadvantage and
attainment were also collected. The results were that for girls, students with higher
academic self-esteem, self-concept and self-efficacy, had more positive perceptions of the
teaching. Students are more positive about the teaching they experience in English than
in mathematics or science. There was no effect on ability grouping in the study as a
whole.
Students are more positive about the teaching they experience in English then in
mathematics or science. Also, students who felt supported by their teachers and peers are
less likely to become alienated and disengaged from their work. Feeling a sense of
belonging or relatedness is seen as an important precursor to engagement and
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autonomous learning. The environment that fosters a sense ofbelonging should also
promote achievement (Fraser, 1991). A students’ liking for school may be affected by
the extent of ability grouping implemented through streaming, heterogeneous or
homogenous. They establish status hierarchies, accompanied stereotypes and
expectations ofpupil’s indifferent tracts that influence the nature and quality of student
interactions with teachers and peers. Ability grouping may also impact a student’s self¬
esteem. Schools with high levels of ability grouping had lower self-esteem compared
with student in schools with lower levels ofability grouping, although the effects were
small (Ireson & Hallam, 2005).
Dependent Variables:
Self-Esteem
As defined by Bracken, self-esteem is a function for his or her presumed abilities
and accomplishments. Self-esteem is a unique set of perceptions, ideas and attitudes,
which an individual has about him or herself Although other reactions affect how we
evaluate ourselves, the totality of the individual’s thoughts and feelings are included
(Bracken, 1992; Rosenberg, 1997).
The development of self-esteem is critical during the adolescent years. Studies
have shown that self-esteem declines as a student matures to adolescence, ages 8 to 18.
This is a time when adolescent individuals are gaining knowledge, skills and interacting
with peers (Bracken, 1992; Rosenberg, 1997). Transition from elementary, to middle
school, and then to secondary school is difficult with an increased self-image of
disturbances associated with the transition from elementary to middle school. The study
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found that students 8-13 years of age exhibited higher self-consciousness, greater lack
of self-image, lower self-esteem, and lower favorable views of the opinions held by
others. The overall conclusion is that adolescents in general have lower self-esteem, less
stable self-esteem, and their self-consciousness is higher. Self-concept is on the decline
in adolescent years. The decline is greatest with females (Rosenberg & Kapland, 1982).
De Anna Cormier, (1995) in her study. The Efficacy of Self-Esteem Group
Counseling Intervention for Adolescent Females, found that adolescent girls improve
their self-esteem with intervention and group counseling. The 12-member female group
consisted of interventions with continuous evaluation that focused specifically on issues
related to enhancing or improving girls’ self-esteem. In the counseling sessions, as the
girls self-esteem increased, their academic ability significantly improved. Overall the
girls felt more academically competent and successful. This was attributed in the study
by the additional weekly meeting time that focused only on homework completion or
study. This was a time for the girls to assist each other in their areas of expertise.
Researchers such as Hood (1994) and Cormier (1995) recommend intervention. As girls
self-esteem goes up academic ability is improved.
Self-Esteem in Math and Language Arts
When evaluating referrals with absenteeism across three marking periods Cormier
(1995) found that students with positive perception of self, and positive self-esteem were
less likely to experience poor conduct reports, referrals, and other disciplinary actions. In
addition, it was found the higher the students’ self-esteem, the more likely the student
would have higher grades and the more likely in a higher math or language arts group. In
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the literature it was found that the development of positive self-esteem is essential at the
middle school level. Adolescent years, greatly impact self-esteem, and the attitudes of
boys and girls vary. Girls and boys both show a decline in self-esteem. But girls are
significantly more affected by the drop, whereas boys are not. Educators of middle
school children have planned a systematic supportive transition for students from a child
centered elementary schools, to subject centered secondary schools, as recorded by
Canter & Meyerowitz, 1984. Boys significantly increase in physical, emotional and
intellectual change. The literature shows that girls have a significant drop in self-esteem
as compared to the boys. Cormier (1995) in her study found that for adolescent girls at
risk, those with higher self-esteem had grades that went up.
Bandura (2000) concludes that the development of positive self-esteem, and
maintaining it, is critical during the adolescent years because students are gaining basic
knowledge skills, establishing social skills, and setting personal goals for life. The
transition from elementary to middle school is harder on children than the transition to
secondary school. Because of this, there is an increased self-image disturbance
associated with the transition from elementary to junior high school, resulting in a greater
instability of self-image, lower self-esteem, and lower opinion of self. Bandura
concludes that self-esteem is lower, less stable, and self-consciousness is higher.
Females have more decline than males.
Backus (1994) in his study of over 1200 students in Middle School found that
females doubted their self-worth at a rate of 60 percent, compared to boys doubting their
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self-worth at 21 percent. More boys than girls entered adolescence with higher self¬
esteem and more boys than girls left adolescence with high self-esteem.
Self-Efficacv
Self-efficacy is defined as the ability to chart one's own course in life. It forms
the theoretical foundation of empowerment evaluation (Bandura, 1977). It consists of
numerous interconnected capabilities, such as the ability to identify and express needs,
establish goals or expectations, and a plan of action to achieve them. This could include
the capability to identify resources, make rational choices from various alternative
courses of action, take appropriate steps to pursue objectives, evaluate short and long¬
term results (including reassessing plans and expectations and taking necessary detours),
and persist in the pursuit of those goals. A breakdown at any juncture of this network of
capabilities, as well as various environmental factors, can reduce a person's likelihood of
being self-determined (Bandura, 1982).
Self-Efficacv in Math
Bandura, proposed a theory that self-efficacy are the beliefs and personal
judgments of one’s own capability to organize and execute courses of action to attain
designated types of educational proficiency such as math proficiency (Bandura, 1977,
1997). Self-efficacy involves self-judgment of capabilities to perform activities, rather
than personal qualities of physical characteristics or psychological traits. Self-efficacy is
context dependent, because many non ability-related influences can enhance or impede
the execution of skills. It is believed that self-efficacy depends on mastery criterion of
success rather than normative or other criteria, and is assessed before students are asked
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to perform. Thus self-efficacy can play a causal role in academic fimctioning. The
evidence is consistent with the correlations of students’ perceived efficacy and
achievement (Hanlen, 1999). To date, self-efficacy assessment is a psychological
measure, and can be used for assessment for intervention (Hanlen, 1999 pg. 3).
In a pilot intervention program to evaluate self-efficacy, (Hanlen, 1999) set up
two groups - one control group of 17 students for tutorial in mathematics, and the other
group of 17 students to use the intervention of self-efficacy judgments, using ten daily
quizzes and comparing these judgments to their math quiz scores. In the self-efficacy
group, in the individual meetings, the students identified short term goals, created and
maintained selfmonitoring forms, and were introduced to math hierarchy. The data from
the self-efficacy training intervention were analyzed using a linear model approach. The
students’ achievement scores on math proficiency exams improved significantly as did
their confidence levels about passing the exams. Students who participated in the self-
efficacy intervention group outperformed students who were involved in the regular
tutorial or remedial group. As a result, self-efficacy may be evaluated as in intervention
tool to increase the flow of feedback to the student in encouraging him/her to develop
opportunities to regulate academic behaviors. There was a high passing rate of 80% -
95% in the intervention group and with the significant increase in confidence levels,
while the students of the tutorial group faired less positively (Hanlen, 1999).
In the area ofmath, Pajares & Kranzler (1995) found in their study that a person’s
judgment of their own capabilities to accomplish specific tasks strongly influences
human motivation and behavior. Path analysis was used to test the influence of math
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self-efficacy and general mental ability on the math problem-solving performance of 329
students. A model that also included math anxiety, gender, and math background
accounted for 61% of the variance in performance. Ability and self-efficacy had strong
direct effects on performance. Ability also had a strong direct effect on self-efficacy,
which largely, in turn, had a weak direct effect on performance. Although girls and boys
did not differ in ability, self-efficacy, or performance, girls reported higher anxiety. Most
students were overconfident about their mathematics capability. Results support the
hypothesized role of self-efficacy in Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory.
With a group of high school math students Pajares and Kranzeler (1995) found
significant direct paths from self-efficacy to mathematics performance and anxiety
(r=.349, -.394, p less than .05). In a similar study, Pajares and Miller (1994) found a
significant direct path fi:om self-efficacy to academic achievement (r =.349, p less than
.05). In their 1995 study, Pajares and Miller (1994) found a significant correlation
between mathematics, self-efficacy, and problem-solving performance (r = .69, p less
than .0001). In a study of 144 math students, with 78 boys and 66 girls in grades 10-12
from six public high schools in Southern California, analysis showed that self-regulation
was negatively related to worry and not related to either prior or post math achievement.
Other results indicated that self-efficacy mediates the relationship between prior and post
mathematics achievement, is related to self-regulation, and is highly and negatively
related to worry. With respect to gender, boys had higher self-efficacy than girls.
(Malpass, 1996).
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Bandura also argued that self-efficacy necessarily precedes achievement and that
achievement is influenced by attributions as mediated by perceived self-efficacy.
Bandura defined self-efficacy as ‘people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and
execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performance.’ Self-
efficacy refers to people’s specific beliefs about their capability to perform certain actions
or to bring about intended outcomes in domain or to otherwise exert control over their
lives (Bandura, 1986).
O’Brien and Martinez-Pons, (1999) studied 415 eleventh grade students. Boys
made up 221 and 194 were girls, 165 were white non-Hispanic, 124 were Hispanic, 95
were Black, and 31 were Asian. Family incomes ranged from low to upper middle class.
The students were assessed in their math self-efficacy, ethnic identity and career interests
in math and science. Path analysis disclosed a direct effect of gender on student’s career
interest. In addition, career interest was predicated by mathematics self-efficacy, and
self-efficacy was in turn influenced by ethnic identity, academic achievement and
socioeconomic status. Career interest with self-efficacy and gender was significant, than
.14 beyond the .05 level one tailed test. The significance association of self-efficacy with
interest in careers in science or engineering, and the significant association of self-
efficacy with prior academic achievement, and ethnic identity proved to have occurred
entirely through mediation of self-efficacy. The major findings of the study were that a)
career interest in science is predicated solely by science mathematics self-efficacy,
b) self-efficacy is predicated by academic performance and ethnic identity, and
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c) academic performance is predicated by income level (O’Brien, Virginia & Martinez -
Pons, 1999).
Self-Efficacy in Language Arts
According to Walker (2003), self-efficacy refers to people’s beliefs about their
capabilities to carry out actions required to achieve a confident level of achievement.
There are beliefs that individuals have, such as the ability to read a book, write a poem,
and perform well on a language arts tests. Self-efficacy beliefs refer to specific
judgments rather than more global judgments like being a good reader, writer or test
taker. Self-efficacy refers to specific situations within a learning environment, based on
learner goals. According to Linnenbrink & Pintrich (2003), students who have higher
efficacy are more likely to work hard to persist and seek help so they can complete a task.
This is related to the use of cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies to increase students
understanding.
Students with low self-efficacy are much less likely to use a combination of
strategies such as relating concepts and elaborating in their writing skills. Self-efficacy is
also linked to motivational beliefs like interest, value, and utility as well as positive
affective reactions. Collectively these characteristics of self-efficacy demonstrate a
relationship between self-efficacy and academic performance. Studies have shown that
the learner’s self-efficacy enhances motivation and advances learning (Wigfield et al.,
1996; Zimmerman & Martines-Pons, 1990). According to Schunk (2003), effective
learning does not require that efficacy be extremely high, simply that it be high enough to
sustain engagement in present and future tasks. According to Pajares (2003), self-
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efficacy and prior performance are significant predictors of writing achievement.
Schunk (2003) agrees by pointing out that high self-efficacy without the prerequisite
knowledge and skills will not result in improved literacy performance. He maintains that
improving literacy skills (language arts, reading and writing) and self-efficacy is
demanding because it is not easy for students to assess their progress in language arts,
reading comprehension and writing essay. Thus, research shows that self-efficacy is
related to reading and writing achievement. (Walker, 2003).
Many students suffer from low self-efficacy for improving their literacy skills. In
such areas as language arts, reading comprehension and essay writing, it is difficult to
ascertain how much one is improving. Students typically rely on teacher feedback for
progress information, and they may not be able to reliably gauge progress on their own.
Interventions designed to improve students’ acquisition of literacy skills must also
address their self-efficacy for learning to influence their learning and motivation (Schunk,
2003).
Summary
This review of related literature focuses on two historical court decisions, the Plessy
vs. Ferguson ruling in 1896 to the Brown vs. the Board ofEducation ofTopeka, Kansas
ruling in 1954. Since that time the debate in education is around equity for all students,
regardless of race, ethnic origin or socioeconomic background. The independent variable
of academic tracking as defined by homogeneous and heterogeneous grouping was
explored in the areas ofmathematics and language arts. Also, the dependent variables of
self-esteem and self-efficacy were explored.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This chapter describes the theoretical framework as related to the variables,
hypothesis and limitations of this particular study. This information is summarized and
disseminated in this chapter. As a hypothesis, this researcher contends that ability
grouping has a negative impact on students placed in homogeneous groups in education
classrooms, whereas students placed in such environments have poor self-esteem coupled
with poor self-efficacy.
Relationship Among Variables
In this section an explanation is given as to how the variables under consideration
relate to one another based on theory and literature on ability grouping. Gall, Borg, and
Gall (1996) define a variable as a quantitative expression of a construct that can vary
inequality or quality in observed phenomena. The independent variables in this study
were heterogeneous ability grouping and homogenous ability grouping. The dependent
variables were self-esteem and self-efficacy. The moderator variables were race, gender,
and socioeconomic status. According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), in predictive
research, moderator variables can be used to broaden the scope of analysis therefore
providing additional information from the research.
Much of the research on ability grouping, as it relates to student achievement
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focused on performance-based assessment for grouping and was traditionally associated
with the factor of socioeconomic status as a precursor to children categorized in the
various groups. This study focused on the students being able to identify their own
ability group and how that affects their self-esteem and self-efficacy.
Presentation and Definition of the Variables
There were two independent variables, two dependent variables and two
moderator variables in this study. The two independent variables examined were:
(a) homogeneous grouping and (2) heterogeneous grouping. The homogenous grouping
was evaluated as it related to the core subjects of math and English, for high, middle and
low groups. The two dependent variables were (a) self-esteem and (b) self-efficacy. The
three moderator variables were (a) race, (b) gender, and (c) socioeconomic status. These
variables and other selected terms are operationally defined to help bring clarity to the
information and research included in this dissertation.
The following definitions relate to the variables and terms as they were used in
this study.
Independent Variables
Ability Grouping, also known as tracking, is the process whereby students are
divided into categories so they can be assigned to various kinds of classes based on
intellectual ability, usually “advanced,” “average,” or “slow” (Sanders & Holt, 1994).
Heterogeneous group: Students are not classed based on standardized tests or
intellectual ability. The classroom setting is a mixture of all level groups.
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Homogenous group: Student is categorized in a high group with 80 to 90
percentile on a standardized test. A student is categorized in a middle or average group
with a percentile of 70 to 80 percentile on a standardized test. A student is categorized in
the low group with a percentile of less than 70 percentile on a standardized test.
Self-efficacy: How well one manipulates the world to achieve ones goals (Zanden,
1995); one’s capabilities to organize and execute the sources of action required to manage
prospective situations (Bandura, 2000).
Self-esteem: To regard one’s self and to set values (Zanden, 1995).
Moderator Variables
Gender: One’s classification as either male or female.
Race: One’s classification as belonging to one specific ethnic group.
Socioeconomic Status: A family’s economic wealth as it relates to income.
Definition of Terms
Ability Grouping (also known as tracking), is the process whereby students are
divided into categories so they can be assigned to various kinds of classes based on
intellectual ability, usually “advanced,” “average,” or “slow” (Sanders & Holt, 1994).
Ability grouping is used interchangeable with performance based grouping.
Flexible grouping is the practice of dividing students in fluid, not static groups
based on standardized tests and identifying student needs. It may be a whole or small
group. The amount of fluidness of the student (movement from one group to another) is
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based on knowledge acquisition or completion of a task. This term flexible grouping can
be used interchangeably with performance-based grouping.
Performance-based Grouping is the practice ofdividing students by subject,
according to their current levels of performance usually through the guides of
standardized testing. Performance-based groups are most effective when formed on the
basis of a particular need rather than in response to predetermined performance levels.
Performance-based grouping provides a means for increasing students’ access to a
particular concept or skill. This practice may be fluid or static and is usually based on a
whole group (Valentino, 2003). This term is used interchangeably with ability grouping
and is usually static for middle and low ability groups, and fluid for gifted or high ability
groups.
StudentAchievement is a student’s school performance based on results gained by
effort, the quality or quantity of students work as measured by standardized test scores
known as the Iowa Basic Skills Tests (McNergney, 1998).
Student's perception ofother students refers to how students see or view other
student’s placed in groups as measured by the student’s feelings.
Student’sperception ofselfrefers to how a student sees or views him or herself
Null Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were presented:
HOI: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem.
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H02: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-efficacy.
H03: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-esteem.
H04: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-efficacy.
H05: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem in terms of race.
H06: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-efficacy in terms of race.
H07: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-esteem in terms race.
H08: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-efficacy in terms race.
H09: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem in terms of gender.
HO10: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-efficacy in terms of gender,
HOI 1: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem in terms of gender.
HO12: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-efficacy in terms of gender.
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HO 13: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem in terms of socioeconomic status.
HO14: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-efficacy in terms of socioeconomic status.
HOI5: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-esteem in terms of socioeconomic status.
HO16: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-efficacy in terms of socioeconomic status.
Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study were:
1. The study was limited to students in fourth to eighth grades in the Atlanta,
Georgia metropolitan area. No actual research studies have been found on the
ability grouping ofAtlanta metropolitan area students for a significant
comparison of the findings.
2. Students were chosen randomly from area churches and camps.
3. The findings of this study are specific to the population studied.
Summary
The theoretical framework focused on presentation of the relationship among the
variables and a discussion of the variables under investigation, and how they related to
the literature which addresses ability grouping, and its effects on the relationship of
student self-esteem and self-efficacy. The null hypotheses that were tested in this study
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are stated, and limitations of the study are identified. Figure 1 is a diagrammatic
presentation of the investigation.
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Independent Variable Dependent Variables
Figiire 1. Relationship Among the Variables
CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between variables that
affect ability grouping in the education of children in fourth through eighth grades, and
how ability grouping affected students’ self-esteem and self-efficacy. Methods and
procedures that were used to conduct the study are described in this chapter. The
subtopics in this chapter are (a) research design, (b) description of the setting,
(c) population and sampling procedure, (d) description of the instrument, (e) validity, (f)
reliability of the instrument, (g) data collection procedures, (h) statistical application, and
(i) summary.
Research Design
A quantitative research design was utilized to conduct the study. Quantitative
research uses nirmber to quantify responses and analyzes them in terms of numbers. The
study is also descriptive in nature because it describes a phenomenon ofmeasuring the
characteristics of sample at one point in time. The dependent variables were
homogeneous and heterogeneous grouping as they related to the subjects ofmath and
language arts. The independent variables were self-esteem and self-efficacy. The
moderator variables were race, gender and socioeconomic status. In order to answer
research questions, related hypotheses were formulated and previously stated.
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Correlation statistics were used to analyze relationships between two or more
variables, while the analysis ofvariance, ANOVA, were used to compare differences
between means.
Description of the Setting
The Atlanta metropolitan area school systems was the setting for the study.
Among the metro area are some of the largest systems in the state ofGeorgia. (Although
all survey sites randomly chosen were in Dekalb County, the participating students were
from a variety ofAtlanta metropolitan area school systems). All school systems are
concerned about meeting the needs students in the interest of improving student
performance on standardized tests as measured by the state. One of the major efforts of
the “No Child Left Behind” legislation is the allowance of students who are in failing
schools to leave those schools and be allowed to attend a school of their choice.
Population and Sampling Procedure
In this study the population of subjects from which the sample were selected was
the fourth through eighth grade students and their parents in the Atlanta metropolitan
area. This researcher started with four hundred surveys in an attempt to get at least two
hxmdred to respond. A stratified random sampling was used to ensure representation
from students and parents involved in the research. The sites selected included three area
churches and three area camps. Area churches and camps were randomly selected after
the researcher was not allowed to conduct the study in the Dekalb County public school
system. Although individual principals provided permission pending central
administrative office approval, permission was denied at the higher level.
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Description of the Instrument
The instrument that was used in this study was developed in keeping with the
steps by Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996):
Step 1: Defining the research objective to examine the relationship between
variables homogeneous grouping and its effect on self-esteem and self-
efficacy in the education of children.
Step 2: Selecting a sample - the questionnaire administered randomly to parents
and students in the Atlanta metro area (three churches and three camps).
Step 3: Designing the questionnaire. Related tests were studied for design and
content to develop an instrument for this study.
Step 4: Pretesting the questionnaire. A preliminary version of the survey was
tested on a sample ofparents and students to establish its reliability.
Step 5: Precontacting the chosen site - the researcher telephoned and or e-
mailed church youth directors and camp directors to discuss the purpose
of the study, requesting site permission for respondents to participate.
Step 6: Writing the cover letter to parents, parent permission form, parent
questionnaire, student questionnaire and distribution. The cover letter
was brief, informing the parents and students of the importance of
gathering information. The researcher guaranteed confidentiality and
anonymity to participating parents and students. Participants were
assured that data collected from questionnaires was used only for this
study.
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Step 7: Following up with nonrespondents. Tine was spent at each site. The
first day having parents and students to fill out information, and
collecting surveys from those who had time to complete it. On the
second day the researcher collected surveys vrith accompanying
permission slips that were filled out overnight and brought back to the
site. For some a third day on-site was used specifically for the purpose
of retrieving completed surveys and permission slips.
Step 8: Analyzing questionnaire data. An analysis of the test validity and
reliability followed.
Table 1
Number ofItems Related to Variables on the Ability Grouping Questionnaire
Variables Items
Ability Groping 9, 10,11, 12
Self-esteem 3,4, 5, 24,28, 27, 16, 22, 25,30,33,34, 8, 18, 19, 20,21,26
Self-Efficacy 13,14, 15,23,29, 32




Number ofItems Related to Variables on the Parent Questionnaire
Variables Items
Head of Household 2
Parents Educational Level 3
Socioeconomic Status (Household Income Annually) 4
Race (Ethnic Background) 5
Validity
According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), validity is the extent to which a test
actually measures the variable it is designed to measure. Questionnaires were held to the
same standard ofvalidity that applies to other data-collection measures such as
standardized tests. Five different types of validity applied:
1. Construct validity: the extent to which a particular test can be shown to assess
the construct that it purports to measure;
2. Content validity: the degree to which the scores yielded by a test adequately
represent the content of conceptual domain, that these scores purport to
measure;
3. Predictive validity: the degree to which the prediction made by the later
behavior of the individuals for whom the test was administered;
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4. Concurrent validity: the extent to which the individual’s scores in a new test
correspond to their scores on an established test.
5. Consequential validity: the fact that test scores the theory and beliefs behind
the construct, and the language used to label the construct also embody certain
values and have value-laden consequences when used to make decisions about
individuals. For the validity of this research, the instrument developed was
assessed primarily for content validity by an expert panel of educators, and
content validity.
Reliability
Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) state that the minimum necessary level of test score
reliability depends on a particular research study and that reliability is the extent to which
a test yields consistent results. Test-retest reliability is the approach to estimating test
scores reliability in which occasion of test administration is examined. The instrument
reliability approach in this study was a test-retest reliability; where the coefficient of
stability was calculated. Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) reported that the coefficient of
stability can be determined by giving a sample of individuals who represent the
population and, then after some time had elapsed, the same test is given again to the same
sample. A reliability coefficient of .7 or higher was considered valid.
Data Collection Procedures
The research population consisted of parents and their students from the Atlanta
metropolitan area. The researcher solicited assistance from church youth directors, camp
directors, and other administrators. A packet containing a cover letter, parent survey.
55
parent permission slip and student survey were created. With site director permission, a
station to distribute the packets as parents signed-in their students was set up. The
researcher solicited and collected all data. In an effort to maximize return of the packet,
the researcher returned to the site to collect packets that were taken home overnight and
completed. The researcher maintained contact, via telephone and e-mail, with each site
director for surveys after day-two and will returned to sites as needed.
Statistical Application
Data from the completed questionnaires were analyzed statistically using the
Statistical Package of Social Studies (SPSS). Analysis of the data was done in terms of
each hypothesis. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Person r statistical tools were the
basis of analysis. The level of significance for each test was the .05 threshold level.
Summary
This chapter presented a description of the methods and procedures used to
conduct the study. The independent variables, dependent variables, and terms were
presented and defined. The null hypotheses that were tested stated. An analysis of the
data is discussed in Chapter Five.
CHAPTERV
ANALYSIS OF DATA
Data analysis presented in this chapter represents ability grouping as it related to
the students self-esteem and self-efficacy. The research investigation was conducted to
determine if a relationship existed between selected variables and ability grouping in the
Atlanta metropolitan area school systems. The data was collected through parent and
student questionnaires. The data analyses of the questionnaires pertained to the 16
research questions described in Chapter Three. This chapter analyzes the findings in
narrative form, and follows with findings in tabular form. Each hypothesis is reviewed
and accepted or rejected based on the accompanying data.
The questionnaire, validated by a panel ofexperts, consisted of 8 items on the
parent questionnaire and 36 items on the student questionnaire. They can be found in the
Appendices of this document. Demographic information came from the parent
questionnaire. The student questionnaire items measured the independent and dependent
variables. Matching parent and student data led to appropriate data tally and compilation.
Five hundred questionnaires were distributed at 4 sites: 3 churches, and 1 college
campus summer camp program for youth. Permission was first granted by the site
administrators before distribution of questionnaires. One hundred and ninety three




Each site was color coded to identify the different site questionnaires: Site 1 had
32 respondents (16.6% of total), site 2-31 respondents (16.1%), site 3-10 respondents
(5.2%), and site 4-62 respondents (32.1%). Item 1 of the parent questionnaire was on
parent gender; 39 (20.2%) were male respondents and 149 (77.2%) were female
respondents to the questionnaire. 58 parents had more than one child in camp and
consequentially only completed one permission form. Five parents did not fill out the
gender on the questionnaire (2.6%).
Item 2 of the parent questioimaire was head of household and the responses were:
mother only - 53 (27.5%) respondents, mother and father - 122 (63.2%) respondents,
other relatives or guardians - 9 (4.7%) respondents, other relatives only -2(1%)
respondents, and adults that did not fill out the head of household item were 7 (3.6%)
respondents.
Item 3 of the parent questionnaire was the parents highest educational level:
elementary school - 2 (1%) respondents, middle or Junior high - 2 (1%) respondents,
high school - 28 (14.5%) respondents, college undergraduate - 111 (57.5%) respondents,
graduate masters or doctoral - 45 (23.3%) respondents, and adults who chose not to
answer item three - 5 (2.6%) respondents.
Item 4 of the parent questionnaire was socioeconomic status (household income
annually); 9 (4.7%) respondents were below $20,000 annual income, 29 (15%)
respondents were $20,000 to $40,000 annual income, 43 (22.3%) respondents were
$40,000 to $60,000 annual income, 74 (38.3%) respondents were $60,000 to $80,000
58
annual income, and 21 (11%) respondents were above $80,000 annual income.
Seventeen (8.8%) chose not to respond to this question.
Item 5 of the parent questionnaire was cultural background; 161 (83.4%)
respondents were African-American, 17 (8.8%) respondents were white, 6 (3.1%) were
Caribbean, 1 (less than 1%) was Asian, and 2 (1%) was Hispanic or Latino. One (less
than 1%) was Jewish and 1 (less than 1%) was Mulatto. Five respondents (2.6%) chose
not to respond to this question.
Item 6 was the grade point average of your child’s last report card; 102 (52.8%)
respondents were A’s, 61 (31.6%) respondents were B’s, 19 (9.8%) respondents were
C’s, 2 (1%) had grades D or below; 9 (4.7%) respondents chose not to answer this
question.
Item 7 was “In what county does your child attend school;” 123 (63.7%) attend
Dekalb County schools, 12 (6.2%) attend Gwinnett county schools, 4 (2.1%) attend
Rockdale county schools, and 48 (24.9 %) attend Atlanta or Fulton County Schools. Six
(3.1%) respondents chose not to answer this question.
Item 8 inquired about the type of school attended. There were 149 (77.2%)
respondents that attend public schools, 27 (14%) respondents attend private schools, 5
(2.6%) respondents that attend home schools, only 1 (less than one %) who attended
theme schools, and 11 (5.7%) respondents chose not to answer this item.
The demographics from the student survey included only gender and age. There
were 106 (54.9%) female respondents and 83 (43%) male respondents; 4 students (2.1%)
chose not to answer this question.
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Item 2 of the student questionnaire was age; 97 (50.3 %) respondents indicated
their age range to be 9-10 years old; 62 (32.1%) respondents were 11-12 years old; 16
(8.3 %) respondents were 13-14 years old; 1 (.5%) was 15 years old; and 17 (8.8%)
respondents chose not to respond to the item. See Table 3 for a description of the setting
of the study’s demographic data.
Table 3
Demographic Data Parent Survey
N %
Setting (Churches and Camps)
Site 1 32 16.6
Site 2 31 16.1
Site 3 10 5.2









Mother and Father 122 63.2
Guardians 9 4.7








Middle/Junior High 2 1.0





Socioeconomic Status (Household Income Annually)
Below $20,000 9 4.7
$20,000 - $40,000 29 15.0
$41,000-$60,000 43 22.3
$61,000-$80,000 74 38.8




African-American (Black) 161 83.4
Asian 1 0.5













































Independent and Dependent Variables Testedwith Items on the Survey
Variables Tested Items
Ability Grouping (Independent) 9,10
Self-esteem 3,4, 5,24, 28, 27,16, 8, 18, 19, 20, 21, 26, 22, 25, 30,33, 34
Self-efficacy 13,14,15,23,29,32
Table 5 corresponds to the survey items on ability grouping. The trend is that all
students were able to identify themselves in a homogenous group as high, average or low.
Students were also able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous group as none. Most
students identified themselves in a high group.
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Table 5
Frequency Distribution ofResponses toAbility Grouping Items
Item Number Low Average High None Total N
9 8 60 104 10 182
10 4 73 98 9 184
Table 6 corresponds to the survey items on self-esteem. Most students were
identified to have positive self-esteem in all of the item responses.
Table 6
Frequency Distribution ofResponses to Self-Esteem Items
Item Number No Yes Sometimes Total N
3 2 123 65 190
4 3 167 19 189
5 3 151 37 191
8 67 58 63 188
16 4 171 13 188
18 5 114 65 184
19 30 81 73 184
20 49 50 84 183
21 37 59 86 182
22 5 143 35 183
24 69 88 26 183
25 15 99 72 186
26 6 116 65 187
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Table 6 (continued)
Item Number No Yes Sometimes Total N
27 4 136 45 185
28 13 94 80 187
30 9 116 55 180
33 5 137 45 187
34 9 111 67 187
Table 7 corresponds to the survey items on self-efficacy. Most students were
identified to have positive self-efficacy responses.
Table 7
Frequency Distribution ofResponses to Self-Efficacy Items
Item Number No Yes Sometimes Total N
13 19 167 3 189
14 27 163 1 191
15 5 183 2 190
23 12 121 50 183
29 6 101 79 186
32 2 144 40 186
Testing the Hypotheses
For this study, 16 null hypotheses were tested. The research questions are
answered as each of the null hypotheses is addressed using Pearson Correlation of a .05
level of significance.
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HO1: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem.
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-esteem was accepted. The correlation between these two variables
was (r = -.007) which indicates low relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based
on the other. The level ofprobability was statistically significant (p = .924) which, for
this study, is not a significant relationship.
Table 8
Pearson Correlationfor the Relationship Between Math Group and the Variable Self-
Esteem
Variable N Correlation Coefficient
(N= 190)
Significance
Self-esteem 190 -.007 .924
H02: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-efficacy.
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-efficacy was accepted. The correlation between these two variables
(r= -.052) indicates a low relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the
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other. The level ofprobability was statistically significant (p = .476) which, for this
study, is not a significant relationship.
Table 9
Pearson Correlation for the Relationship Between Math Group and the Variable Self-
Efficacy
Variable N Correlation Coefficient
(N= 188)
Significance
Self-efficacy 188 -.052 .476
H03; There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-esteem.
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between language
groupings and self-esteem was accepted. The correlation between these two variables
(r = .130) indicates a low relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the
other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = .075) which, for this study,
is not a significant relationship.
Table 10
Pearson Correlationfor the Relationship Between Language Arts Group and the
Variable Self-esteem
Variable N Correlation Coefficient
(N= 190)
Significance
Self-esteem 190 .130 .075
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H04: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-efficacy.
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between language
groupings and self-efficacy was accepted. The correlation between these two variables
(r = .026) indicates a low relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the
other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = .728) which, for this study,
is not a significant relationship.
Table 11
Pearson Correlationfor the Relationship Between Language Group and the Variable
Self-Efficacy
Variable N Correlation Coefficient
(N=188)
Significance
Self-efficacy 188 .026 .728
H05: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem in terms of race.
There were not enough subjects in the cell to do an adequate assessment testing
the hypothesis by race for Hispanic/Latino, Asian and Caribbean groups. The African-
American (black) and the European (white) groups are reported. All African-American
students were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The
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majority of students identified themselves as high or average. The self-esteem and math
group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
All European students were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or
homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average.
The self-esteem and math group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
Table 12





Self esteem (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 2 2
Moderate 0 0 0 2 2
High 14 7 48 85 154




Self esteem (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 1 1
Moderate 2 0 0 0 2
High 2 0 4 8 14
Total 4 0 4 9 17
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The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-esteem in terms of race was accepted. The Pearson chi square was
3.182 for African-Americans and 8.095 for Europeans, which indicates a low correlation
of a relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation
itselfwas statistically significant (p =.786) for the Afncan-American group and p = .088
for the European group. For this study, these correlations do not show a significant
relationship.
Table 13
Pearson Chi Squarefor the Relationship Between Math Group and the Variable
Self-Esteem in Terms ofRace
Variable N Pearson Chi Squire df Significance
African-American 158 3.182 6 .786
European 17 8.095 4 .088
H06: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-efficacy in terms of race.
There were not enough subjects in the cell to do an adequate assessment testing
the hypothesis by race for Hispanic/Latino, Asian and Caribbean groups. The African-
American (black) and the European (white) are reported.
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Table 14




Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 1 0 10 11
Moderate 4 3 25 36 68
High 9 3 23 43 78





(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 1 1 2
Moderate 2 0 2 0 4
High 2 0 1 8 11
Total 4 0 4 9 17
All European students were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or
homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average.
The self-efficacy and math group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-efficacy in terms of race was accepted. The Pearson chi square was
9.698 for African-Americans and 7.491 for Europeans, which indicates a low correlation
of a relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation
itselfwas statistically significant: p =.138 for the African-American group and p = .112
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for the European group. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
Table 15
Pearson Correlationfor the Relationship Between Math Group and the Variable Self-
Efficacy in Terms ofRace
Variable N Pearson Chi Squire df Significance
African-American 157 9.698 6 .138
European 17 7.491 4 .112
H07: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-esteem in terms of race.
There were not enough subjects in the cell to do an adequate assessment testing
the hypothesis by race for Hispanic/Latino, Asian, and Caribbean groups. The African-
American (black) group had a total of 158, with 10 in the heterogeneous group (none). In
the homogenous groups, respectively, were 3 in the low group, 61 in the average group,
and 84 in the high group. The European (white) group had a total of 17 with 5 in the
heterogeneous group (none). The homogenous groups, respectively, were 0 in the low
group, 8 in the average group, and 4 in the high group.
All African-American students were able to identify themselves in a
heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves as
high or average. The self-esteem and language group does not show a direct proportion
from this data. All European students were able to identify themselves in a
heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves as
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average or heterogeneous group. The self-esteem and language group does not show a
direct proportion from this data.
Table 16






































Self esteem (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 1 0 0 0 1
Moderate 2 0 0 0 2
High 2 0 8 4 14
Total 5 0 8 4 17
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Table 17
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Language Arts and the Variable Self-
Esteem in Terms ofRace
Variable N Pearson Chi Squire df Significance
African-American 157 .483 6 .998
European 17 8.743 4 .068
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between language
groupings and self-esteem in terms of race was accepted. The Pearson chi square was
.483 for African-Americans and 8.743 for Europeans, which indicates a low correlation
of a relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation
itselfwas statistically significant (p = .998 for the African-American group and p = .068
for the European group). For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
H08: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-efficacy in terms of race.
There were not enough subjects in the cell to do an adequate assessment testing
the hypothesis by race for Hispanic/Latino, Asian, and Caribbean groups. The African-
American (black) group had a total of 157, with 10 in the heterogeneous group (none). In
the homogenous groups, respectively, were 3 in the low group, 59 in the average group,
and 85 in the high group. The European (white) group had a total of 17, with 5 in the
heterogeneous group (none). The homogenous groups, respectively, were 0 in the low
group, 8 in the average group, and 4 in the high group.
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Table 18





Self esteem (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 4 7 11
Moderate 5 0 31 32 68
High 5 3 24 46 78





(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 1 0 0 0 1
Moderate 2 0 0 0 2
High 2 0 8 4 14
Total 5 0 8 4 17
All African-American students were able to identify themselves in a
heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves s
high or average. The self-efficacy and language group does not show a direct proportion
from this data. All European students were able to identify themselves in a
heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves as
average or heterogeneous group. The self-efficacy and language group does not show a
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direct proportion from this data.
Table 19
Pearson Chi Squarefor the Relationship Between Language Arts and the Variable Self-
Efficacy in Terms ofRace
Variable N Pearson Chi Squire df Significance
African-American 157 7.120 6 .310
European 17 3.448 4 .486
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between language
groupings and self-efficacy in terms of race was accepted. The Pearson chi square was
7.120 for African-Americans and 3.448 for Europeans, which indicates a low correlation
of a relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation
itselfwas statistically significant (p = .310 for the African-American group and p = .486
for the European group). For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
H09: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem in terms of gender.
All girls were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous
group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average group. The
self-esteem and math group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
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All boy students were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or
homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average
group. The self-esteem and math group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
Table 20




Self esteem (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 1 1
Moderate 2 0 0 0 2
High 8 7 33 55 103






Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 1 2 3
Moderate 0 0 0 2 2
High 9 1 24 43 77
Total 9 1 25 47 82
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-esteem in terms of gender for males was accepted. The Pearson chi
square was 1.989 for males, which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One
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variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically
significant (p = .921) for the males. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis that there is a significant and relationship between math
groupings and self-esteem in terms of gender for females was rejected. The Pearson chi
square was 20.436 for females with p = .002, which suggests that there was a statistically
significant relationship. There is a direct correlation between math group and self¬
esteem in terms of females. As the math group increases for females, self-esteem will
increase and if the math group decreases for females, self-esteem will decrease.
Table 21
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Math Group and the Variable Self-
Esteem in Terms ofGender
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
Females 106 20.436 6 .002
Males 82 1.989 6 .921
HO10: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-efficacy in terms of gender.
All females were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous
group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average group. The
self-efficacy and math group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
All male students were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or
homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves as average or
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heterogeneous group. The self-efficacy and math group does not show a direct
proportion from this data.
Table 22




Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 2 1 7 10
Moderate 3 2 21 18 44
High 6 3 10 31 50




Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 1 4 5
Moderate 3 1 10 19 33
High 6 0 14 24 44
Total 9 1 25 47 82
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-efficacy in terms of gender for the males was accepted. The Pearson
chi square was 3.193 for boys, which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One
variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically
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significant (p = .791) for the males. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-efficacy in terms of gender for females was rejected. The Pearson chi
square was 14.520 for the females with p = .024, which suggests a statistically significant
relationship. There is a direct correlation between math group and self-efficacy in terms
of females. As the math group increases for females, self-efficacy will increase and if
math group decreases for females, self-efficacy will decrease.
Table 23
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Math Group and the Variable Self-
Efficacy in terms ofGender
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
Females 104 14.520 6 .024
Males 82 3.139 6 .791
HO 11; There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in language
arts and self-esteem in terms of gender.
All females were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous
group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average group. The
self-esteem and language group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
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All male students were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or
homogenous group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average
group. The self-esteem and language group does not show a direct proportion from this
data.
Table 24






(None) Low Average High Total ]
Low 1 0 0 0 1
Moderate 2 0 0 0 2
High 7 4 39 53 103





(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 1 2 3
Moderate 0 0 1 1 2
High 6 0 31 40 77
Total 6 0 33 43 82
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The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between language
groupings and self-esteem in terms of gender for the males was accepted. The Pearson
chi square was 29.639 for males, which indicates a correlation of a relationship. One
variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically
significant (p = .964) for the males. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between language
groupings and self-esteem for the females was rejected. The Pearson chi square was
29.639 for the females with p = .000, which suggests a statistically significant
relationship.
Table 25
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Language Group and the Variable
Self-Esteem in Terms ofGender
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
Females 106 29.639 6 .000
Males 82 .594 4 .964
HO 12: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in
language arts and self-efficacy in terms of gender.
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All females were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous
group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average group. The
self-efficacy and language group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
All male students were able to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous
group. The majority of students identified themselves as high or average group. The
self-efficacy and language group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
Table 26




Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 1 1 3 5 10
Moderate 5 0 21 18 44
High 4 3 14 29 50




Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 2 3 5
Moderate 1 0 16 16 33
High 5 0 14 25 44
Total 6 0 32 44 82
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The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between language
groupings and self-efficacy in terms of gender for the males was accepted. The Pearson
chi square was 3.807 for males, which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One
variable caimot be predicted based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically
significant (p = .433) for males. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the significant is no significant relationship between
language groupings and self-efficacy in terms of gender for females was accepted. The
Pearson chi square was 7.547 for the females with p = .273, which suggests there was not
a statistically significant relationship.
Table 27
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Language Group and the Variable
Self-Efficacy in Terms ofGender
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
Females 104 7.547 6 .273
Males 82 3.897 4 .433
HOB: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem in terms of socioeconomic status.
All students in the socioeconomic group of less than $40,000 were able to identify
themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. Most students identified
themselves as high or average group. The self-esteem and math group does not show a
direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of $40,000 to $60,000 were able to
84
identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students
identified themselves as high or average group. The self-esteem and math group does not
show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of $60,000 to $80,000 students were able
to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of
students identified themselves as high or average group. The self-esteem and math group
does not show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of greater than $80,000 were able to
identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students
identified themselves as high or average group. The self-esteem and math group does not
show a direct proportion from this data.
Table 28
Relationship BetweenAbility Grouping in Math andSelf-esteem for Socioeconomic Status
Self esteem
Math - Socioeconomic Status: Less Than $40,000
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 1 1
Moderate 0 0 0 1 1
High 3 3 14 15 35
Math - Socioeconomic Status: $40,000 - $60,000
Self esteem
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 0 0





Low Average High Total N
High 1 2 16 20 39
Total 3 2 16
Math
Socioeconomic Status: $60,000 - $80,000
Heterogeneous
21 42
Self esteem (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 1 2 3
Moderate 0 0 0 0 0
High 11 2 14 43 70
Total 11 2 15
Math
Socioeconomic Status: Greater Than $80,000
Heterogeneous
45 73
Self esteem (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 0 0
Moderate 0 0 0 0 0
High 0 0 9 12 21
Total 0 0 9 12 21
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-esteem in terms of socioeconomic status was accepted. The Pearson
chi square was 2.487 for less than $40,000, which indicates a low correlation of a
relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation itself
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was statistically significant (p = .870) for the less than $40,000 dollar group. For this
study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the $40,000 - $60,000 was rejected. There is a significant
relationship between math groupings and self-esteem in terms of socioeconomic status.
The Pearson chi square was 17.590 with p = .001, which suggests a statistically
significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the $60,000 - $80,000 was accepted. There is no
significant relationship between math groupings and self-esteem in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was .891 for the $60,000-$80,000 group,
which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One variable cannot be predicted
based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = .845) for the
$60,000 - $80,000 group. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the greater than $80,000 group was accepted. There is no
significant relationship between math groupings and self-esteem in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 0 for the greater than $80,000 group,
which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One variable cannot be predicted
based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p= 0) for the
greater than $80,000 group. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
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Table 29
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Math Group and the Variable Self-
Esteem in Terms ofSocioeconomic Status
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
Less than $40,000 37 2.487 6 .870
$40,000 - $60,000 42 17.590 3 .001
$60,000 - $80,000 73 .891 3 .845
Greater Than $80,000 21 .000 0 .000
HO14: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-efficacy in terms of socioeconomic status.
All students in the socioeconomic group of less than $40,000 were able to identify
themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students identified
themselves as high or average group. The self-efficacy and math group does not show a
direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of $40,000 to $60,000 were able to
identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students
identified themselves as high or average group. The self-efficacy and math group does
not show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of $60,000 to $80,000 students were able
to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of
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students identified themselves as high or average group. The self-efficacy and math
group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of greater than $80,000 were able to
identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students
identified themselves as high or average group. The self-efficacy and math group does
not show a direct proportion from this data.
Table 30
Relationship Between Ability Grouping in Math andSelf-Efficacy in Terms of
Socioeconomic Status
Math
Socioeconomic Status: Less Than $40,000
Self-Efficacy
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 1 0 4 5
Moderate 2 1 8 6 17
High 1 1 6 7 15
Total 3 3 14 17 37
Self-Efficacy
Math
Socioeconomic Status: $40,000 - $60,000
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 1 1





Low Average High Total N
High 2 0 10 10 22
Total 3 2 16
Math
Socioeconomic Status: $60,000 - $80,000
Heterogeneous
21 42
Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 1 2 3 6
Moderate 3 0 7 16 26
High 8 1 5 26 40
Total 11 2 14
Math
Socioeconomic Status: Greater Than $80,000
Heterogeneous
45 72
Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 2 2
Moderate 0 0 9 1 10
High 0 0 0 9 9
Total 0 0 9 12 21
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between math
groupings and self-efficacy in terms of socioeconomic status was accepted. The Pearson
chi square was 5.715 for less than $40,000 group, which indicates a low correlation of a
relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation itself
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was statistically significant (p = .456) for the less than $40,000 group. For this study, this
is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the $40,000 - $60,000 group was accepted. There is no
significant relationship between math groupings and self-efficacy in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 4.226, with p = .646. For this study,
this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the $60,000 - $80,000 group was accepted. There is no
significant relationship between math groupings and self-efficacy in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 9.167 for the $60,000 - $80,000
group, which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One variable cannot be
predicted based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = .164)
for the $60,000 - $80,000 group. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the greater than $80,000 group is rejected. There is a
significant relationship between math groupings and self-efficacy in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 17.325 for the greater than $80,000
group, which indicates a relationship. One variable can be predicted based on the other.
The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = 0) for the greater than
$80,000 group. For this study, this is a significant relationship.
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Table 31
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Math Group and the Variable Self-
Efficacy in terms ofSocioeconomic Status
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
Less than $40,000 37 5.715 6 .456
$40,000 - $60,000 42 4.226 6 .646
$60,000 - $80,000 72 9.167 6 .164
Greater Than $80,000 21 17.325 2 .000
HO 15: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in
language arts and self-esteem in terms of socioeconomic status.
All students in the socioeconomic group of less than $40,000 were able to identify
themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students identified
themselves as high or average group. The self-esteem and language group does not show
a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of $40,000 to $60,000 were able to
identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students
identified themselves as high or average group. The self-esteem and language group does
not show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of $60,000 to $80,000 students were able
to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of
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students identified themselves as high or average group. The self-esteem and language
group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group ofGreater than $80,000 were able to
identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students
identified themselves as high or average group. The self-esteem and language group does
not show a direct proportion from this data.
Table 32
Relationship BetweenAbility Grouping in Language Arts and Self-Esteem in Terms of
Socioeconomic Status
Language
Socioeconomic Status: Less Than $40,000
Self esteem
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 1 1
Moderate 0 0 0 1 1
High 1 1 19 14 35
Total 1 1 19 16 37
Self esteem
Language
Socioeconomic Status: $40,000 - $60,000
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 0 0
Moderate 2 0 1 0 3
High 2 1 13 23 39




Socioeconomic Status: $60,000 - $80,000
Self esteem
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 1 0 1 1 3
Moderate 0 0 0 0 0
High 9 1 23 37 70
Total 10 1 24 38 73
Self esteem
Language
Socioeconomic Status: Greater Than $80,000
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 0 0
Moderate 0 0 0 0 0
High 0 0 9 12 21
Total 0 0 9 12 21
The null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between language
groupings and self-esteem in terms of socioeconomic status was accepted. The Pearson
chi square was 2.775 for less than $40,000, which indicates a low correlation of a
relationship. One variable cannot be predicted based on the other. The correlation itself
was statistically significant (p = .837) for the less than $40,000 group. For this study, this
is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the $40,000 - $60,000 was rejected. There is a significant
relationship between language groupings and self-esteem in terms of socioeconomic
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status. The Pearson chi square was 12.9230 with p = .005, which suggests a statistically
significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the $60,000 - $80,000 group was accepted. There is no
significant relationship between language groupings and self-esteem in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 1.134 for the $60,000 - $80,000
group, which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One variable cannot be
predicted based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = .769)
for the $60,000 - $80,000 group. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the greater than $80,000 group was accepted. There is no
significant relationship between language groupings and self-esteem in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 0 for the greater than $ 80,000 group,
which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One variable cannot be predicted
based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = 0) for the
greater than $ 80,000 group. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
Table 33
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Language Group and the Variable
Self-Esteem in Terms ofSocioeconomic Status
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
Less than $40,000 37 2.775 6 .837
$40,000 - $60,000 42 12.923 3 .005
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Table 33 (continued)
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
$60,000 - $80,000 73 1.134 3 .769
Greater Than $80,000 21 0.000 0 .000
HO16: There is no significant relationship between ability grouping in
language arts and self-efficacy in terms of socioeconomic status.
All students in the socioeconomic group of less than $40,000 were able to identify
themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students identified
themselves as average or high group. The self-efficacy and language group does not
show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of $40,000 to $60,000 were able to
identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students
identified themselves as high or average group. The self-efficacy and language group
does not show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of $60,000 to $80,000 students were able
to identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of
students identified themselves as high or average group. The self-efficacy and language
group does not show a direct proportion from this data.
All students in the socioeconomic group of greater than $80,000 were able to
identify themselves in a heterogeneous or homogenous group. The majority of students
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identified themselves as high or average group. The self-efficacy and language group
does not show a direct proportion from this data.
Table 34
Relationship Between Ability Grouping in Language Arts and Self-Efficacy in Terms of
Socioeconomic Status
Language
Socioeconomic Status: Less Than $40,000
Heterogeneous
Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 1 0 4 5
Moderate 1 0 12 4 17
High 0 0 7 8 15
Total 1 1 19 16 37
Language
Socioeconomic Status: $40,000 - $60,000
Heterogeneous
Self-Efficacy (None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 0 1 1
Moderate 2 0 5 12 19
High 2 1 8 11 22




Socioeconomic Status: $60,000 - $80,000
Self-Efficacy
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 1 0 4 1 6
Moderate 3 0 9 14 26
High 6 1 11 22 40
Total 10 1 24 37 72
Self-Efficacy
Language
Socioeconomic Status: Greater Than $80,000
Heterogeneous
(None) Low Average High Total N
Low 0 0 1 1 2
Moderate 0 0 7 3 10
High 0 0 1 8 9
Total 0 0 9 12 21
The null hypothesis that there is a significant relationship between language
groupings and self-efficacy in terms of socioeconomic status was rejected. The Pearson
chi square was 14.876 for the less than $40,000 group, which indicates a correlation of a
relationship. One variable can be predicted based on the other. The correlation itselfwas
statistically significant (p = .021) for the less than $40,000 group. For this study, this is
a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the $40,000 - $60,000 group was accepted. There is no
significant relationship between language groupings and self-efficacy in terms of
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socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 2.316 with p = .888. For this study,
this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the $60,000 - $80,000 group was accepted. There is no
significant relationship between language groupings and self-efficacy in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 4.933 for the $60,000 - $80,000
group, which indicates a low correlation of a relationship. One variable cannot be
predicted based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = .552)
for the $60,000 - $80,000 group. For this study, this is not a significant relationship.
The null hypothesis for the greater than $80,000 group was rejected. There is a
significant relationship between language groupings and self-efficacy in terms of
socioeconomic status. The Pearson chi square was 6.754 for the greater than $80,000
group, which indicates a correlation of a relationship. One variable can be predicted
based on the other. The correlation itselfwas statistically significant (p = .034) for the
greater than $80,000 group. For this study, this is a significant relationship.
Table 35
Pearson Chi Square for the Relationship Between Language Group and the Variable
Self-Efficacy in Terms ofSocioeconomic Status
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
Less than $40,000 37 14.876 6 .021
$40,000 - $60,000 42 2.316 6 .888
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Table 35 (continued)
Variable N Pearson Chi Square df Significance
$60,000 - $80,000 72 4.933 6 .552
Greater Than $80,000 21 6.754 2 .034
Summary
To examine the variables, 193 complete questionnaires were taken at four sites.
Questionnaire respondents primarily represented students of age group 9-14 from a
variety of school settings in Atlanta, Fulton, or eastern metro counties. All ethnicities
were represented, but a majority of respondents were African-American. Slightly more
female students than male were represented in the questionnaire responses. Most
students judged themselves to be high on ability. This correlated to a majority ofparent
assessments that their children were A-average students. Most students felt they had
positive self-esteem and positive self-efficacy.
Null Hypothesis accepted
HOI: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-esteem.
H02: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-efficacy.
H03: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self¬
esteem.
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Null Hypothesis accepted (continued)
H04: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self-
efficacy.
H05: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-esteem in
terms of race.
H06: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-efficacy in
terms of race.
H07: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self¬
esteem in terms of race.
H08: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self-
efficacy in terms of race.
H09: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-esteem in
terms of gender. Accepted for males.
HOI0: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-efficacy in
terms of gender. Accepted for males.
HOI 1: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self¬
esteem in terms of gender. Accepted for males.
HO12: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self-
efficacy in terms of gender. Accepted for both males and females.
HOI3: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-esteem in
terms of socioeconomic status. Accepted for less than $40,000, Accepted for
$60,000 - $80,000, Accepted for greater than $80,000.
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Null Hypothesis accepted (continued)
HO 14: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-efficacy in
terms of socioeconomic status. Accepted for less than $40,000, Accepted for
$40,000 - $60,000, Accepted for $60,000 - $80,000.
HOI 5: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self¬
esteem in terms of socioeconomic status. Accepted for less than $40,000,
Accepted for $60,000 - $80,000, Accepted for greater than $80,000.
HO16: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self-
efficacy in terms of socioeconomic status. Accepted for $40,000 - $60,000,
Accepted for $60,000 - $80,000.
Null Hypothesis rejected
H09: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-esteem in
terms of gender. Rejected for females. As the math group increases for females,
self-esteem will increase and if the math group decreases for females, self¬
esteem will decrease.
HO10: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-efficacy in
terms of gender. Rejected for females. As the math group increases for females,
self-efficacywill increase and ifmath group decreases for females, self-efficacy
will decrease.
HOI 1: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self¬
esteem in terms of gender. Rejected for females.
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Null Hypothesis rejected (continued)
HOI3: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-esteem in
terms of socioeconomic status. Rejected for $40,000 - $60,000.
HO14: No significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-efficacy in
terms of socioeconomic status. Rejected for more than $80,000.
HOI5: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self¬
esteem in terms of socioeconomic status. Rejected for $40,000 - $60,000.
HO 16: No significant relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self-
efficacy in terms of socioeconomic status. Rejected for under $40,000, Rejected
for over $80,000.
CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter is a review of the findings from this research investigation. Based on
these findings, certain implications are drawn and conclusions made. Several significant
recommendations, related to the research findings follow.
Findings
From the data results in this investigation:
Hypothesis 1 There was no significant relationship between ability grouping in math
and self-esteem. (See Table 8 in Chapter 5).
Hypothesis 2 There was no significant relationship between ability grouping in math
and self-efficacy. (See Table 9 in Chapter 5).
Hypothesis 3 There was no significant relationship between ability grouping in
Language Arts and self-esteem. (See Table 10 in Chapter 5).
Hypothesis 4 There was no significant relationship between ability grouping in
language arts and self-efficacy. (See Table 11 in Chapter 5).
Hypothesis 5 There was no significant relationship between ability grouping in math
and self-esteem in terms of race. There were not enough subjects in









There was no significant relationship between ability grouping in math
and self-efficacy in terms of race. There were not enough subjects in
the cell to do an adequate assessment for the European group. {See
Table 15 in Chapter 5).
There was no significant relationship between ability grouping in
language arts and self-esteem in terms of race. There were not enough
subjects in the cell to do an adequate assessment for the European
group. (See Table 17 in Chapter 5).
There was no significant relationship between ability grouping in
language arts and self-efficacy in terms of race. (See Table 19 in
Chapter 5).
There was a significant relationship between ability grouping in math
and self-esteem in gender with respect to 2irls. (See Table 21 in
Chapter 5.) The correlation is that as the math grade goes up self¬
esteem goes up, and as the math grade goes down self-esteem goes
down.
There was a significant relationship between ability grouping in math
and self-efficacy in gender with respect to £irls. (See Table 23 in
Chapter 5.) The correlation is that as the math grade goes up self-








There was a significant relationship between ability grouping in
language arts and self-esteem in gender with respect to eirls. (See
Table 25 in Chapter 5.) The correlation is that as the language arts
grade goes up self-esteem goes up, and as the language arts goes down
self-esteem goes down.
There were no significant relationships between ability grouping in
language arts and self-efficacy in terms of gender. (See Table 27 in
Chapter 5).
For children of families for the $40,000 to $60,000 income range there
was a significant relationship between ability grouping in math and
self-esteem. (See Table 29 in Chapter 5). For low middle-income to
moderate middle-income students, the data shows that math was
directly related to self-esteem. The better the math grade, the greater
the self-esteem as it relates to socio-economic status for this income
group.
For the income group greater than or equal to $80,000 there was a
significant relationship between ability grouping in math and self-
efficacv. (See Table 31 in Chapter 5.)
For the income range of $40,000 to $60,000 there was a significant
relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self-esteem.
(See Table 33 in Chapter 5.) The self-esteem of low middle-income to
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moderate middle-income status students relate directly to the language
arts grade. As the grade goes up, the self-esteem goes up.
Hypothesis 16 For students with household incomes of less than or equal to $40,000,
and ereater than or equal to $80,000 there was a significant
relationship between ability grouping in language arts and self-
efficacv. {See Table 35 in Chapter 5.) As language arts skills go up
self-efficacy goes up.
Commentary on Hypothesis 5-8 (Race! and 9-12 (Gender/Bovs')
In this study, there is insufficient statistical indication of a relationship between
ability grouping and the dependent yariables. And there is insufficient statistical
indication of a relationship between the dependent yariables and the moderator yariables
(of race and male gender - for African-Americans, and for boys).
Is it because there truly is no connection? Does a relationship between ability
grouping and self-esteem and self-efficacy exist for black boys? The literature research
tends to say yes. According to Sanders (1995), ability grouping is the number one enemy
ofpoor children and black children. And according to researchers Daniels (1999), Oakes
(1992), and Slayin (1993), ability grouping begins at the onset of education with
unfortunate results due to the lower expectations placed on those in the lower groups,
fostering lower aspirations and low self-efficacy.
This inyestigation reyealed the practice of ability grouping. It may be that there
are new cultural causes that limit the impact of academic performance on the self-esteem
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and self-efficacy of young African-American males. It is possible that for this new
generation of black boys other environmental factors are a more powerful influence that
shields their esteem and efficacy from sway due to classroom performance. Environment
factors such as sports role models, hip-hop rappers and musicians, and even their own
peer group camaraderie could stabilize feelings of capability and self-worth. Could these
factors create so much self-assuredness that diminished self-esteem and self-efficacy is
not possible from classroom performance - when there is the perception that you can
“make it” even if you are a lower classroom performer? This is a finding worthy of
further investigation.
Implications
Hypothesis 9.10 and 11 (Gender/Girls')
In this investigation there was a relationship between ability grouping in both
math and language arts and self-esteem for girls. Also, there was a relationship between
ability grouping in math and self-efficacy for girls. It could be that when a girl does well
in mathematics she would probably feel good about herself and her self-esteem would
therefore be affected by achievement inmath. A girl’s self-determination or drive may
be directly associated with her math grades. When girls do well in math their self-
efficacy may increase.
This echoes the findings of previous research, and is consistent with reports in
literature. Studies ofmath self-efficacy reveal higher motivation for boys than for girls
(e.g., Pajares & Miller, 1994). In general, middle school girls have positive attitudes
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toward school but negative attitudes toward mathematics (Gill, 1994). Girls have lower
expectations for themselves in math than boys, and girls believe they do not have
mathematical ability. Girls' beliefs begin early in their education and persist into junior
high school (Stipek, et al., 1991). A 2004 study of gender differences in math and verbal
self-concept, performance expectations, and motivation concluded that differences in
mathematics self-concept and performance expectations continue to exist in the age range
from late elementary school to adult students (Skaalvik et al., 2004).
A factor noted in self-efficacy research is that adults who provide encouragement
and serve as role models may increase self-efficacy. Self-efficacy also appears more
easily influenced by changing experiences (Zimmerman, 2000). In a reverse manner,
lower performance in math for girls, and the negative self-efficacy associated with it,
may be due to stereotypical influences from adults. Marsh (1989) maintained that gender
stereotypes may lead to differences in socialization patterns that may fail to reinforce
positive motivation for mathematics among girls. The gender stereotype predicts gender
differences in motivation that are independent of self-perceived abilities. Self-worth
theory & self-efficacy theory predict that gender differences in motivation for math and
verbal activities can be explained by differences in self-concept and self-efficacy. In a
study on gender differences in math, performance expectations, and motivation (Skaalvik
et al., 2004.) all significant gender differences in math and verbal self-concept,
performance expectations, and intrinsic motivation found were consistent with gender
stereotypes. Skaalvik’s work seems to indicate that gender differences in mathematics
self-concept and performance expectations are likely to be caused by gender stereotypes
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and gender role socialization. Girls may experience a stereotype threat in math-
performance settings because of a negative stereotype about their mathematics abilities
that is disseminated through sociocultural sources (Steele, 1997).
Many women and girls state that their best math teachers were the teachers who
made connections between math and real-life situations (McSheffrey, 1992). But many
teachers do not make connections between the role ofmath and interesting subjects of
study or future careers. A study on middle school students' perception ofmath and
science abilities and related careers found that middle school students could not recognize
the relation between the study ofmath and science and their future career aspirations.
Because this study indicated that girls may not realize that their preferred future careers
can require course work in science and math, there was no intrinsic motivation to view
math positively (Pettitt, 1995).
In the following section are program recommendations to combat the influence of
gender stereotypes as it relates to girls and their self perceptions concerning mathematics.
Hypothesis 9.10 and 11 (Socioeconomic Status!
In this investigation there was a relationship between ability grouping in both
math mid language arts and self-esteem for household incomes between $40,000 to
$60,000. There was a relationship between ability grouping in both math and language
arts and self-efficacy for household incomes over $80,000. There was a relationship
between ability grouping in language arts and self-efficacy for household incomes under
$40,000.
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Socioeconomic status has an impact on student achievement. Family
demographic characteristics determine the amount ofparental, financial, and social
investment that can be made to support academic achievement. Parents with higher
education levels and consequently higher incomes are more likely to promote the value
and importance of academic achievement, and provide direct learning assistance to
students. Differences in academic and vocational skill attainment are explained in
research, to a large extent, by socioeconomic differences. Research has consistently
demonstrated that parents' education levels have the largest and most consistent effect on
student academic attainment. Students with one or two college-educated parents have
higher levels of academic achievement than other students (Grissmer et al., 1998;
Grissmer et al., 2000). Research has demonstrated that socioeconomic status measured
by parents' education and income, are strongly associated with the likelihood of doing
well in school (Coleman, 1998; McNeal, 1999; Rumberger, 1995; Rumberger, 2001;
Rumberger & Larson, 1998; Pong & Ju, 2000; Woods, 1995). And research shows
significant (but lower) levels of impact from family income for students ofmiddle
income families performing better than students from poor families.
But does the proven link between student household incomes to student
performance manifest itself in terms of self-esteem and self-efFicacy? This investigation
shows that it does in various ways for all income levels. And these findings validate
previous research where students reporting a higher percentage of relatives completing
high school had higher academic self-efficacy. Relatives completing high school was
positively associated with academic self-efficacy (Jonson-Reid et al., 2005). It is
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interesting to note that in this investigation, the correlation between ability grouping and
self-efficacy is broader for students ofhigher income households than lower income
households. It is this researcher’s belief that the parent/guardians of students of the
higher income group may possibly promote better grades as a means to establishing a
secure future and higher socioeconomic status. The upper-class household, with income
higher than $80,000, generally consist of adults who value education, and education is
generally fathomed to be the means to achieving and maintaining socio-economic status.
The research results may be interpreted in the sense that parents believe that promising
things results from doing better in math and language arts, and hence greater
opportunities result (i.e., more opportunities to achieve are available for those who do
better in school; better grades lead to higher level math and language arts classes and
higher skills lead to greater opportunities and better paying employment).
Also worth noting is the correlation between ability grouping and self-efficacy for
students from household incomes lower than $40,000. The lower income households,
with less than $40,000 annually have children of higher self-efficacy who perform better
in language arts. I believe the parent/guardians of these successful children in lower-
income households want more for their children. Education is seen as the pathway out of
this income bracket (through grants and scholarships). Parental motivation of these lower
income households drives academic achievement in children. Most parents push their
children to finish high school. These parents who want more for their children push them
to go further-on to higher learning in college. The foundation to make this possible is
successful learning in the early grades. Opportunities exist today, where the educational
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opportunities did not exist - or their parents did not or could not take advantage of the
opportunities for education - when they were growing up.
The discussion below includes two recommendations that pertain to
socioeconomic status. The first recommendation (Practitioner - IV) is valid for
households of under $40,000 where there may be a dearth ofhighly regarded role models
to inspire students. The other recommendation (Research - III) applies to households
over $80,000 where students of various ethnic backgrounds are likely to complete. Self-
efficacy was found to be influenced by ability grouping for both of these income ranges.
Commentary on ability grouping as it relates to this investigation
This researcher does not favor the practice ofability grouping. “Ability
grouping,” a euphemism for “tracking” has made life easy for teachers and
administrators. But at the academic expense of a portion of the student population.
Although, in principle, the intent of this practice has good intentions, it continuously
“falls flat on its face” when it comes to advancing all students. It has served as a tool to
propagate racial segregation. It has been used as a means of classroom control and
behavioral discipline. It does not lead to motivated and inspired students. It does not
generate creative teachers. It limits the avenues for challenged and middle of the road
students to find reasons to feel good about learning. It does not provide for special ways
to touch many students in a manner that their character, inclinations and proclivities can
embrace new concepts. It creates an academic caste system, and fosters academic
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arrogance. Educational researchers continue to frown on the various forms of ability
grouping.
A frirther reason ofwhy this researcher does not favor ability grouping as a
widespread and primarily applied practice are the findings and subsequent implications of
this investigation. Ability grouping has a connection to the self-esteem and self-efficacy
of some students. And a part of the correlation is negative. When student performance is
low, so is self-efficacy and/or self-esteem. For those in lower tracked groups there is not
much reason for enthusiasm. Although this investigation did not explore cause and
effect, a supposition is that for those in a lower track there is less positive reinforcement,
and an associated negative stigma.
The recommendations in the following section are targeted at overcoming the
harmful affect of ability grouping and some consequences connected with gender and
socioeconomic status. Among the recommendations are development training for
teachers to provide creative tools and classroom techniques for restoring challenged
students, parent and peer-group mentoring, and study skills workshops for students and
parents. However, this researcher recognizes that in many school systems the firm grip
ofability grouping will either never or slowly be relaxed. Therefore, one of the
recommendations addresses things administrators can do to promote improvement. And
a separate recommendation addresses how teachers of low-tracked classes can provide
opportimities for all students to achieve excellence.
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Recommendations for Practitioners
For Schools -I.School systems should enable high quality professional development of the teaching
staff to give better teaching tools and approaches which leads to better student
performance. The professional development programs targeted should have the
prerequisites outlined by the National Staff Development Council’s Standards for Staff
Development. The prerequisites include strategies that can be taken from development
initiatives into the classroom that:
1. Build learning communities that align their goals with those of the school.
2. Cultivates continuous instructional improvement.
3. Supplies resources that support adult learning and collaboration with teachers.
5. Includes evaluation as a tool to guide improvement and measure progress.
6. Uses research-based materials to make informed decisions about best practices.
7. Designs and searches for new learning tactics that align with the intended goal.
8. Shares and applies new knowledge about learning and changes to improve student
achievement.
9. Fosters an environment of collaboration and teamwork.
10. Promotes equity so that all teachers can understand and appreciate all students.
11. Advances quality teaching by extending content knowledge, providing research-
based materials on instruction, and using a variety of classroom assessments.
12. Provides educators with the appropriate skills to encourage family involvement.
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Rationale: School systems have seen improvements in student performance on all
levels when the teaching staff receives professional development. For example, the
Gabriel Richards Elementary School in Detroit, Michigan saw their Michigan
Educational Assessment Program test scores soar in the late nineties after improved
instruction from professional staff development. Improved student achievement resulted
after the teachers learned creative strategies that led to improved individual student test
scores. Nearly all of the teachers attributed the improvements to better instruction from
professional development. The principal, Karen Dudley, said she, “carmot emphasize
enough the importance of good teachers and good teaching.” (Kinder, 2001)
II. Administrators in Schools that segment students into groups bv ability can promote
policies that nurture improvement. Such policies can:
1. Offer some core academic classes over two years instead of one, thus allowing
students more time to master the material.
2. Keep lower-ability class sizes small so students receive individual attention and
assistance.
3. Work to increase the academic focus and rigor of the curriculum by aligning it with
educational standards.
4. Provide after-school tutoring and summer classes to help students catch-up in their
coursework and move out of the lower track.
5. Consider scheduling students into double periods of subjects in which they need
help.
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6. Challenge and encourage students to enroll in higher-level academic classes.
7. Communicate to feeder schools the prerequisites for higher tracks so that students
will be prepared for more challenging work.
8. Ensure that the teachers are competent, experienced, and qualified to teach in their
subject area, and provide avenues for professional development.
Rationale: Although this investigation found no statistically significant relationship
between ability grouping and self-esteem and self-efficacy, ability grouping has been
known to contribute and reinforce the achievement gap between students between
wealthy and poor families. Through the years even educators who favor ability-grouping
acknowledge that it compromises learning opportunities for lower-tracked students
(Gahala, 2001a).
When examining the results from the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS), Blase Masini, program associate at the North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory, said the data indicated some disturbing trends across
socioeconomic status related to tracking. With regard to the TIMSS data relating to U.S.
eighth-graders’ exposure to mathematics instruction, students of low socioeconomic
status are less likely than high socioeconomic peers to study the higher-level math
subjects before eighth grade. He says, “there’s deliberate tracking” on a national level
Gahala, 2001b). Since ability grouping takes places, teachers and administrators in
these teaching environments can institute practices to combat the consequences of
tracking.
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III. A study-skills workshop for students and parents should become a regular offering
of every school. This workshop can be a weekend offering each year, or offered in the
evening as the school year starts.
Rationale: Students reporting no problem with lack of study skills had higher academic
self-efficacy. The study of Jonson-Reid et al., 2005 suggests that among African-
American students, efforts to remove practical barriers to school success should include
training in study skills.
IV. Households under $40.000 - Schools that have a high incidence of students from
single parent and low-educated adult / low-income households should institute a
mentoring program with heavy involvement of successful adult role models who
advocate and endorse education.
Rationale: A successfully educated family member was positively associated with
academic self-efficacy (Jonson-Reid et al., 2005). In situations in which such models are
not available in the family, it is important to develop alternate means of adult support of
school success. Mentors, if sufficiently trained and consistently engaged with the student
(Altschuler, 2000; Brown, 2003), may hold promise for offsetting deficits in this area.
Findings from the efforts ofJonson-Reid et al., 2005 suggest that strategies that
build a student’s belief in the importance of education are particularly important in
increasing academic self-efficacy among youths of low income families. As availability
of role models who completed high school was important, attention should be paid to
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developing alternative support systems for students whose families may lack this
educational background.
V. Structure a program of peer-mentoring of girls to motivate and inspire younger
lower-performing female students to close the performance/achievement gap. The
program can have high school students work with middle school students of feeder
schools, and encourage them to take high-level courses, and to not be afraid of a rigorous
curriculum. Such a program exists in Evanston, Illinois called QUEST (Questioning,
Understanding, and Educating Students Together). In this program high school students
not only work with middle school students, but also teach the middle school parents how
to navigate the school bureaucracy to make sure that they get what they want.
Rationale: Parents’ belief in girls' math ability affects girls’ belief in their own math
ability (Blevins-Knabe et al, 1991). And teachers’ expectations for girls in math have an
enormous impact on girls performance in math. Girls internalize their teachers’ negative
expectations (Gutbezahl, 1995). Mentoring programs to counteract negative stereotypes
around math with girls have proven to be effective (Daniels et al, 1990).
For Teachers -
VI. To encourage girls’ performance in math, teachers should take more cooperative
approaches in instruction, such as group learning, and making connections between math
and real-life situations. Girls need to learn math in a cooperative atmosphere to give
them more math and science-related experiences.
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Rationale: Girls’ learning styles are more cooperatively based and therefore do not
mesh with the independent, non-collaborative thinking encouraged in many classrooms
(Hanson, 1992). Girls would enjoy math, increase their time on math tasks, and have
positive emotional reactions to math ifmath were taught in a cooperative setting (Bono,
1991).
VII. Teachers who have a low-tracked classroom group can provide instruction to
provide opportunities for all students to achieve excellence and prepare for the future.
Expert suggestions to accomplish this (as identified by the North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory, 2001) can include:
1. Holding high expectations that are challenging, yet attainable.
2. Providing opportunities for all students to master challenging tasks and build their
self-esteem.
3. Promoting active learning with authentic tasks and hands-on assignments; avoiding
overuse ofworksheets, desk-work, and repetitive drills.
4. Providing equal access to curricular materials, resources, and technology.
5. Focusing the class to become a preparation for a higher-level class, instead of a
catering to the lower-track mentality.
6. Considering low-track classes to be a temporary placement for students rather than
an unchanging situation.
7. Reaching-out to all students in a personal, friendly manner.
8. Respecting the diversity of student backgroimds and learning styles.
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9. Participating in high-quality professional development that focuses on improving
the learning of low-achieving students.
Recommendations for Research
I. Repeat the research of this investigation with a racially balanced representation of
subjects, and a substantially larger group from European descent. This way, a
statistically significant analysis can be done with findings that can validate the
hypothetical assumptions on race.
Rationale: In this investigation there was no significant relationship between ability
grouping and self-esteem or self-efficacy in terms of race. But there were not enough
subjects in the cell to do an adequate assessment; the European group required a larger
cell.
II. Research whether role models with minimal education, but with success in society
and the community (athletes, musicians. Hollywood actors, etc.h have a positive
influence on the self-esteem and self-efficacv of black boys - which may diminish the
affects of ability grouping on this population’s self-esteem and self-efficacv. A study of
the motivational influences on young males should be done to discover the correlation
between sports & athletic endeavors - or musical prowess - to academic pursuits within
school.
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Rationale: Contrary to expectations, this investigation did not find a relationship
between ability grouping and self-esteem or self-efficacy in terms of race - for African-
Americans, or in terms ofgender - for boys.
III. Households over $80.000 - Research whether a relationship exists between ability
grouping and self-efficacv for various ethnicities of high socioeconomic status. An
analysis of national data on mathematics performance at the eighth grade (TIMMS, 2001)
shows that for high socioeconomic status groups of all ethnic backgrounds, there is a
sizeable difference in classroom performance, with white and Asian students
outperforming the minority students (African-American and Latino). It may be that there
is a connection between ability grouping and self-efficacy in academic performance when
both race and socioeconomic status are considered as a bivariate; for correlations used to
examine the bivariate associations between the variables, with analysis used to check for
multicollinearity.
Rationale: Although this investigation did not reveal a statistically significant
relationship between race and self-efficacy, there was the finding that for household
incomes over $80,000 (high socioeconomic status) there is a trend between ability
grouping and self-efficacy. Where high socioeconomic status minorities share classroom
space with high socioeconomic status whites/Asians, a relationship may exist, but could
not be analyzed from the data in this investigation. A study focusing entirely on a high
socioeconomic status and self-efficacy with race as a dependent variable could identify
this, and identify classroom or social behaviors which influence on self-efficacy.
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Conclusion
Ability grouping is a well-entrenched instructional practice. This investigation
shows that students can identify which classroom groups they are in, by ability.
Although school administrators for the counties involved said there was no tracking or
ability grouping in any of their schools, the students involved in this study can identify
their placement by ability in both math and language arts.
Ability Grouping practices of today may be different from the “tracking” of the
past. In the past, tracking was blatant and mandated and forced. Students were
aggressively placed into groups without option or opportunity to change it. Furthermore,
it was done as a way to keep schools segregated. Today, grouping is much more subtle
and benevolent, with opportunity to work-out changes at the behest of the parents.
Students have some say on the classes that they take. So, school systems may not believe
they are tracking. But in actuality students are being grouped based on ability, and they
recognized it. School systems naively believe that they are not tracking.
Whether ability grouping is the cause (or major contributor) of the state of the
students’ self-esteem where a relationship was found to exist is beyond the focus of this
work. Although this work validates the findings ofprevious research. Several studies
have documented a strong relationship between academic self-efficacy and performance
in school (Bong, 1999; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992). And students
with higher academic self-efficacy, regardless of earlier achievement or ability, work
harder and persist longer (Pajares, 2002); have better learning strategies, such as personal
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goal setting or time management (Zimmerman, 2000); and are less likely to engage in
risky behaviors.
Regardless of cause and effect, school systems need to recognize that ability
grouping does exist, and that it may have an influence on the self-esteem of some groups,
such as girls. Administrators should devise approaches to address individual needs
without ability grouping. At a minimum, students in lower performing groups should be








Please take a few minutes to complete this form. The purpose of this questionnaire is to solicit information
about student ability grouping and factors, which might affect their grouping. You are not required to
place your name on the paper. However, you are asked to answer each question honestly. Thank you for
your cooperation.
DIRECTIONS:
♦ Do not write your name or school’s name on this questionnaire
♦Complete all questions.
♦Choose only one answer for each question
♦Circle your choice
1. Parent Gender filling out this form
a) Male
b) Female
2. In your household is there;
a) Mother Only
b) Father Only
c) Mother and Father
d) Other relatives or Guardians
e) Other relatives only





e) Graduate (Masters or Doctorate)






5. What is your cultural background?
a) Hispanic/Latino b) Asian c) Caribbean d) African-American (Black)
28. e) European ( White
6. What is the Grade Point Average (GPA on the last report card your child received)?
a)A(90-100) b)B(80-89) c) C(71-79) d)D(70) e)F (below 70)
7. In which county does your child attend school? a) DeKalb b) Gwinnett c) other
8. what type of school does your child attend? a) public b) private c) home school
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Parent Permission Slip
My child, , has my permission to
complete the student ability grouping survey.
Parent Signature Date





4 Do not write your name or school’s name on this questionnaire
♦Complete all questions.
♦Choose only one answer for each question
♦Circle your choice
♦ Please be honest with your answers
1. I am a: a) girl b) boy
2. lam years old: a) 9 b) 10 c) 11 d) 12
3. 1 am a good person: a) yes b)no
4. I like myself: a) yes b)no
5. 1 do well in my school work a) yes
6. I am in a regular classroom all day: a) yes
7. I am in the Gifted Class: a) yes b)no
c) sometimes
c) sometimes
b) no c) sometimes
b) no c) sometimes
c) sometimes8.Gifted students are the smartest students, a) yes b)no c) sometimes
9. My Math group is the: a) high group
c) low group
10. My Language Arts group is the:















13. It is up to me to graduate from high school, a) yes b)no c) sometimes
14. It is up to me if I go to college, a) yes b)no c) sometimes
15. It is up to me what career 1 choose, a) yes b) no c) sometimes
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16. I have to work hard in school to get good grades, a) yes b) no c) sometimes
17. In school I get mostly: a) A’s b) B’s c)C’s d) Less than a C
18. Students in a regular classroom work hard, a) yes b) no c) sometimes
19. Smart children are in the gifted program, a) yes b) no c) sometimes
20. Children in low groups do not do well in their class work, a) yes b) no
c) sometimes
21. Children in low groups usually do not want to do their class work, a) yes b) no
c) sometimes
22. Most people like me and enjoy being around me. a) yes b) no c) sometimes
23. I believe I can cope with whatever happens to me. a) yes b) no c) sometimes
24. I do not have to depend on others for my happiness, a) yes b) no
c) sometimes
25. Most people respect and value my opinion: a) yes b) no c) sometimes
26. 1 respect and value other peoples opinion: a) yes b) no c) sometimes
27. I find it easy to say good things about myself: a) yes b) no c) sometimes
28. I can talk to people without feeling nervous, a) yes b) no c) sometimes
29. No matter what comes my way I can usually handle it. a) yes b) no
c) sometimes
30. I make good use ofmy time when I have to do class or homework.
a) yes b) no c) sometimes
31. I use other resources in addition to the required textbook when needed.
a) yes b) no c) sometimes
32. I am able to overcome obstacles that I have in my schoolwork. a) yes b) no
c) sometimes
33. 1 am good at visualizing stories as I read them, a) yes b) no c) sometimes
34. I find puzzles easy to complete, a) yes b) no c) sometimes
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